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THE DEPUTATION, representing legal practitioners, which 
waited on the Lord Chancellor on Thursday had undoubtedly a 
serious grievance to allege. Owing to various circumstances— 
the illness of two judges, and the occupation of others with the 
Balfour trial, the hearing of election petitions, and the Commer- 
cial Court—very little work has been done in the Queen’s Bench 
Division during the present sittings. The real question appears 
to be, not what should have been done, or should be done in 
future to prevent a recurrence of the same state of things, but 
why the obvious remedy was not applied in time. Commission- 
ers should have been sent on circuit so as to enable a sufficient 
number of the judges to remain in town to keep pace with the 
London business. Now that county court judges are available 
as Commissioners of Assize, and the recent experiment of send- 
ing one all round a circuit proved a remarkable success, there 
should be no difficulty in providing against such a state of 
things as has arisen. 





THERE witt be found in the current issue of the WEEKLY 
REpPoRTER a report of the case of Re Bell, Jeffery v. Sayles, to 
which we drew attention last week. It appears, however, that 
no shorthand notes were taken of the judgments; and the 
learned judges of the Court of Appeal really seem to have been 
in blissful ignorance that their decision could have any far-reach- 
ing effect. The Lord Chancellor, who presided, contented himself 
with stating that, for the reasons which would be stated by his 
brethren, he was of opinion that the appeal should be allowed. The 
Lords Justices do not seem to have dealt with the question at any 
length ; but we fear their observations shew that the interpreta- 
tion we provisionally placed on the decision last week—viz., that 
trustees of a fund are not justified in paying it over to a mort- 
gagee whose mortgage contains an absolute assignment of the 
fund, and who has full power to give receipts for the whole 
fund—is correct. Lord Justice A. L. Suiru, in his judgment, 
says that it ‘‘ is most peculiar that a man should come into court 
saying he is owed £400 only, and yet that the court should 
make an order for payment of £1,000 to him. Mr. Marren ad- 
mitted that if the fund had been in court the only order possible 
would have been to pay to Jerreny merely what he was entitled 
to. If that be so, why should the trustees of a fund not in 
court act otherwise?”’ And more explicit still is the language 
of Ricsy, L.J.: “I am content to rest my decision on the 
acknowledged practice of the Court of Chancery in such cases ; 
if the money had been in court it would not have been paid out 
to the first mortgagee ; and if so, why should the trustees be 
bound to hand itover? Jt was their duty to distribute the fund to 
those who were entitled to it in their proper proportions.” This, taken 
with the observation of the same learned judge in the course 
of the argument for the first mortgagee: “ You must prove 
that the trustees committed a breach of trust in not handing 
over the whole of the £1,000 to the first mortgagee—that it was 
their duty to do so ’—appears to shew that, in his opinion, the 
duty of the trustees was, not to hand over the fund, but to 
administer it, take the accounts of the mortgagees and distri- 
bute the fund among the persons entitled to it in their proper 

i A correspondent, whose letter will be found else- 
where, suggests that in the case of mortgages executed since 
1881, the provision of section 22 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, that “the receipt in writing of a mortgagee shall be a 
sufficient discharge for any moncy or securitics comprised in his 
mortgage or arising thereunder,” enables the mortgagee to give 
the trustee a good discharge for the whole fund. We have 
hitherto considered that question to be disposed of by the fact 


that the provision in the first mortgage in Ze Bell (which was | 
executed before the Conveyancing Act, 1881, came into opera- | 


tion) was more specific in ite terms than section 22 of the Act. 
It gave the mortgagee “full power to sue for, recover, and 
receive and give valid receipts for, all or any part of the 
premises hereby assigned,” 


Tuz vuxvexnt procedure of the Supreme Court gives great 
facilities for including in the same litigation all the persons 
interested, #0 that the whole question at issue between the 
parties may be disposed of in the same action, and hence a 


defendant is permitted in his counter-claim to make a dems 
not only upon the plaintiff, but also upon a third party. 
section 24 (3) of the Judicature Act, 1873, which authori 
counter-claims against the plaintiff, further provides that ¢ 
defendant may have all such relief relating to or connected wi 
the original subject- of the cause or matter against any oth 
person as might properly have been granted had such pers 
been made a defendant to a cause duly instituted by the actu 
defendant for the same purpose; and the sub-section conclud 
with the provision that a person so brought in by counter-claj 
shall have the same rights in respect of his defence against suq 
claim, as if he had been sued in the ordinary way by ft 
defendant. If the last provision is strictly applied, it seems 
follow that a third person who is thus made a defendant tot 
counter-claim has all the rights of an original defendant in 
action, and hence he in turn can present a counter-claim, ¢ 
bring in either parties in the action or strangers as defendan 
to his counter-claim. On the other hand, the rules define 
position of such person by saying (Ord 21, r. 14) that “ay 
person named in a defence asa party to a counter-claim thereby 
made may deliver a reply within the time within which he migh 
deliver a defence if it were a statement of claim. If, then, hi 
only right is to deliver a reply, he cannot make a counter-clain 
The apparent contradiction between the statute and the r 
was considered in Street v. Gover (25 W. R. 750, 2 Q. B. D. 498 
and it was held that, since the literal application of section 24 (3 
would be to introduce such complexity as to make an acti 
untriable, the rule must be taken as explaining what was th 
real intention of the Legislature. Consequently, it was nd 
competent for a person named in a defence as a party to 
counterclaim thereby made, himself in turn to counter-clais 
In that case the counter-claim sought to be introduced w 
against the original defendant. In the recent case of Alcoy gy 
Railway Co. v. Greenhill (ante p. 97) in which the matter h 
been discussed by the Court of Appeal, the counter-claim 
against the plaintiffs, but the principle in each case is the sam 
The Court of Appeal (A. L. Suira and Riesy, L.J.J.) we 
unwilling to upset a rule of procedure which had been settled s 
long ago as 1877, and decided that the counter-claim could no 
be permitted. The decision makes for convenience, but sine 
the language of section 24 (3), conferring on a party to 
counter-claim the same rights as if he were an original defendant 
seems to be clear, it may be doubted whether its constructios 
should be affected by the rules. 





THERE APPEARS to have been some attempt, in Smith v. South 
Eastern Railway Co. (ante, p. 96), to revive the notion thats 
plaintiff who seeks to recover damages in respect of the alleged 
negligence of the defendant is bound at the same time to give 
prima facie evidence that there was no contributory negligene 
on his part. The doctrine was countenanced by Brerr, M.B, 
in Davey v. London and South-Western Railway Co, (11 Q. B.D. 
70), and in Wakelin v. London and South-Western Railway G, 
(12 App. Cas 41, see page 43), but itseems to mistake the orde 
in which the question of contributory negligence arises. 
that the plaintiff is bound in the first instance to do for the 
purpose of making out his case is to give evidence of ths 
defendant’s negligence, provided of course that the negligens 
is shewn to be the proximate cause of the injury (Jfetropolite 
Railway Co. v. pod me 3 App. Cas. 193), But if the plaintif 
sustain this burden, and if, in giving evidence of the defendants 
negligence, he does not at the same time give evidence of his 
own contributory negligence, the question of contributory negl 
gence must be raised by the defendant, and it is for the latte 
to prove the contributory negligence affirmatively. This is the 
natural order of proof, and that it is the correct order is shews 
by the decisions of the House of Lords in Dublin, §c., Railway G 
v. Slattery (3 App. Cas. 1155), and Wakelin v. London and Soul 
| Western Railway Co, (supra), “I am of opinion,” said 
| Warsow in the latter case, “that the onus of proving affirm 
atively that there was contributory negligence on the part of the 
person injured rests, in the first instance, upon the defendanls 
and that in the absence of evidence tending to that conclusios, 
the plaintiff is not bound to prove the negative in order # 
entitle her to a verdict in her favour.” Where, asin Wakelin’ 
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London and South-Western Railway Co. there is no direct evidence 
of the negligence of the defendants, and the injury can be as 
well explained by the negligence of the person injured, the 

intiff fails, not because he fails to give primd facie evidence 
that such person was not negligent, but because he fails to 
establish negligence against the defendant. But in Smith v. 
South-Eastern Railway Co. (supra) positive evidence was given 
of negligence on the part of the defendant company. The man 
whose duty it was to signal approaching trains at a level 
crossing omitted this duty, and it was a reasonable inference 
that, as a result of this omission, a person crossing the line was 
run over and killed. There being no evidence of contributory 
negligence, the judgment in favour of the plaintiff was naturally 
upheld. 





Ir 1s nor often that the validity of the appointment of a new 
trustee is directly called in question. Asa rule the appointment 
passes unquestioned until some matter arises which incidentally 
leads to its being discussed. The case of Payne v. Stamford, 
decided last week by Srirtine J., is an interesting exception to 
the rule. The late Earl of Stamrorp and Warrineron, who 
died in 1883, by his will devised property to three trustees, of 
whom the plaintiff was one. Under the trusts of the will, the 
Countess was tenant for life, and she had power to appoint a 
new trustee in certain events, including the case of a trustee 
being ‘“‘ abroad.”’ The three trustees appointed by the testator 
acted in the trusts of the will, but in 1893 the plaintiff, Mr. 
Payne, in consequence of his wife’s health, went to reside in 
Normandy and took a lease of a house there. The Dowager- 
Countess assumed that under these circumstances he was abroad 
within the meaning of the power of appointing new trustees, 
and, although Mr Payne had continued to act in the trust and 
had come to this country when necessary to attend meetings of 
the trustees, she proceeded in August last to appoint a new 
trustee in his place. To this step it is difficult to see how any 
objection could be taken. For a man to take a house on the 
Continent, and to reside there with his family, clearly constitutes 
a being abroad, and, though he may be willing to attend to his 
duties as trustee, it does not follow that the beneficiaries will 
care to have the estate saddled with the extra expense thus 
occasioned. The real difficulty in the case lay in the person of 
the new trustee. The trustees of the will had a power of sale, 
and were therefore trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land 
Acts. The Dowager-Countess appointed her own solicitor, Sir 
Tuomas Wricut of Leicester; but it was held by the Court of 
Appeal in Re Kemp's Settled Estates (36 W. R. 930, 24 Ch. D. 
485) that the court ought not to appoint the solicitor of the 
tenant for life a trustee for the purposes of the Acts. In the 
course of the exercise of the powers of the Acts, disputes may 
arise between the tenant for life and the trustees, and the new 
trustee has then a double duty to perform. However, the rule 
with respect to appointments out of court is not so strict as that 
as to appointments by the court (see per Pzarson, J. in Re 
Norris, 32 W. R. 955, 27 Ch. D. p. 341), and the mere fact that 
the appointment is one which the court would not itself have 
made, does not stamp it as invalid. Under the circumstances 
Srmume, J., held that Sir Tuomas Wricur had been well 


appointed. 


In tHE case of Wright v. Marsom (ante, p. 67), Currry, J., has 
held that the rule in Fairfield v. Morgan (2B. & P., N. R. 38), 
with reference to reading the word “or” in a gift by will as 
though it was ‘‘and,” applies to personal as well as to real estate. 
Considering that the rule has nothing to do with the technicali- 
ties of real property law, but is designed simply to carry out the 
teal wishes of the testator, it is difficult to see how any other 
result could have been arrived at. In Fairfield v. Morgan, a 
testator devised all his real estates to his brother, B., for life, 
“but in case B. should die before he attained the age of twenty- 
one years, or without issue living at his death,” then over. 
ba the literal meaning of the word “ or,” the gift over would 

effect, either if B. died under twenty-one, or if he attained 
age and died without issue. The Irish Court of Common 

as, however, and, upon error, the "s Bench, held that 
the word must be read conjunctively, and this decision was 
tlirmed by the House of Lords, The opinion of the judges was 











taken, and Sir James Mansriexp, ©.J., in delivering it» 
pointed out the absurdities which would follow from a contrary 
construction. Although the gift in the first instance was 
general, yet B., if he attained twenty-one, would never during 
his life be able to deal with the property. Unless he left issue 
living at his death, the gift over must take effect. On the other 
hand, if he had children, and died a day before he attained 
twenty-one, his interest in the estate would be gone. In spite 
of the use of the word “or,” such a will is only intelligible on 
the assumption that the devisee is to take absolutely, unless he 
dies under twenty-one, and unless, if he so dies, he leaves no 
children. In Wright v. Marsom (supra) a testator gave real and 

ersonal estate to trustees on trust for his wife for life, and after 

er death for his son upon attaining twenty-one, but if he 
should not ‘live to attain that age or die without leaving 
lawful issue,” then over. Except in the inclusion of personal 
estate in the gift, the case is not distinguishable from Fairfield 
v. Morgan, and this distinction does not in any way affect the 
grounds on which Fairfield v. Morgan was decidei. The use of 
“or” instead of ‘‘and” is merely a slip in the language of 
the will, and it would be a pity if it could not be corrected. 





AN INTERESTING POINT was raised in the case of Prout v. Cock, 
before Norru, J., on Saturday last. If a foreclosure action is 
brought against an infant, it is the practice to direct him to 
convey when he attains twenty-one, and to give him a day to 
shew cause (see Mellor v. Porter, 32 W. R. 271, 25 Ch. D. 158). 
Tf, however, a redemption action is brought by the infant, and 
for any reason he is not able to provide the money, the effect is 
that he is absolutely foreclosed, and does not have a day to 
shew cause. Next friends of infants in redemption actions, 
therefore, incur a very serious responsibility. 








RIGHTS IN RESPECT OF GOODWILL. 


Tue decision of the House of Lords in Zrego v. Hunt overrules 
the logical, but dishonest, principle of Pearson v. Pearson (32 
W. R. 1006, 27 Ch. D. 145), and restores the honest, though 
possibly illogical, principle of Labouchere v. Dawson (L. R. 13 Eq. 
322). The result is that a trader, who has sold the goodwill of his 
business, may the next moment start a competing business next 
door to his old premises, and by any manner of public adver- 
tisement may seek to get customers, but it will no longer be 
lawful for him by direct solicitation to try to win back his own 
old customers. The goodwill of a business is in itself an 
extremely indefinite kind of property, and it is not surprising 
that the legal incidents attached to it should have been the 
subject of much discussion. Lord Expon, C., in Cruttwell v. 
Lye (17 Ves. 335), seems to have treated goodwill as being 
attached solely to the premises in which the business has been 
carried on. It is, he said, nothing more than the probability 
that the old customers will resort to the old place. But this is 
too narrow for a definition, and it has been suggested that Lord 
Etpon simply used the phrase for the purpose of illustration. 
Woop, V.C., described goodwill more comprehensively in 
Churton v. Douglas (Johns, 174), where he said that it included 
every advantage that had beer acquired by the old firm in 
carrying on its business, whether connected with the premises 
in which the business was previously carried on, or with the 
name of the late firm, or with any other matter carrying with 
it the benefit of the business ; bef this conception of goodwill 
is approved by the judgment of Lord Hxrscustt in the present 
case of Ziego v. Hunt, though he restates it in different lan- 
guage. It is, says his lordship, the connection formed in the 
course of the business, together with the ciroumstances, whether 
of habit or otherwise, which tend to make that connection 
permanent, which constitutes the goodwill of a business. 

When the goodwill of a business, as thus defined, is sold, the 
purchaser expects to get the advantage of it, and the law t 
to protect him, as far as possible, in the enjoyment of thi 
advantage. If he is advised, he will not simply pur- 
chase the bare , but he will seoure himself agains: the 
competition of the vendor by express covenant. ln exceptional 


cases such covenant may debar the vendor altogether from 
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eatering into the same trade; and if, under the circumstances, 
such a covenant is reasonably necessary for the protection of the 
urchaser, the courts will now enforce it, notwithstanding that 
it is unrestricted. But ordinarily so extensive a covenant is not 
required, and it is sufficient that the vendor is placed under a 
covenant restricted either as to time or as to place, or as to both. 
And it is this indefiniteness as to the restraint to be placed upon 
the vendor that makes it impossible for the law to intervene in 
the interest of the purchaser when he has not himself specified 
his requirements. The law, with its general repugnance to 
restraint of trade, cannot say that the vendor shall not exercise 
his calling again ; neither, on the other hand, can it make for 
the purchaser just such a covenant as will meet the necessities 
of the case. It cannot say within what radius, or for what 
period, the vendor shall be debarred from starting a fresh busi- 
ness. Hence it has come to be recognized that the vendor of a 
goodwill is, in the absence of express agreement, at liberty to 
resume his trade when and where he pleases, the only limitation 
being that he shall not represent his new business to be the 
same as the old one. That this is the law was recognized in 
Cruttwell vy. Lye (supra) ; and in Labouchere v. Dawson (supra) Lord 
Romitty, M.R., said that all the cases admitted that the vendor 
was entitled to carry on the same business wherever he pleased, 
and to solicit customers in any public manner he pleased. The 
rule was very clearly stated by Woop, V.C., in Churton v. Douglas 
(supra): “ Upon the sale of a goodwill of a business, the vendor 
is not precluded from carrying on a precisely similar business, 
with all the advantages that he may be able to require from his 
own industry and labour, and from the regard people may have 
for him ; and that in a place next door, for example, to the very 
place where the former business was carried on. And, upon the 
authorities, it is settled, that if the purchaser wishes to prevent 
this step from being taken, it is his fault if he does not take care 
to insert provisions to that effect in thedeed.” And the principle 
is well illustrated by Johnson v. Helleley (2 D. J. & 8. 446), 
where, upon the sale by the court of the goodwill of a partner- 
ship business, a notice was, by order of the court, inserted in 
the advertisement of sale, that the partners would not by the 
sale be prevented from carrying on a like business again. In 
Trego v. Hunt, consequently, the House of Lords have treated 
the rule as unassailable, and the only question has been how to 
reconcile it with the restriction enforced in LaboucNere v. Dawson. 
._ In the last-named case Lord Romy had to consider whether 
the liberty of the vendor of a goodwill to start a competing 
business enabled him to go so far as to solicit orders from 
customers of the old business. It is obvious that to do this is 
to attempt to deprive the purchaser of the very thing which he 
has bought. Lord Romitty held that such conduct was at 
variance with the principle of equity, that a person may not 
depreciate the thing which he has sold, and hence it could be 
restrained by injunction. There was the difficulty that any 
competition by the vendor constitutes pro tanto a depreciation of 
the —. and it was urged that it was impracticable to draw 
the line between depreciation of the one kind and of the other. 
Lord Romitty, however, considered that the line could be drawn, 
and he limited lawful solicitation of business to invitations 
addressed to the public at large. The vendor of the goodwill is 
entitled, he said, ‘‘to publish any circulars to all the world to 
say that he is carrying on such a business; but he is not 
entitled, either by private letter or by a visit, or by his traveller 
or agent, to go to any person who was a customer of the old 
firm, and to solicit him not to continue his business with the old 
firm, but to transfer it to him, the new firm. That is not a fair 
and reasonable thing to do after be has sold the goodwill.” 

The decision in Labouchere v. Dawson received the emphatic 
approval of Jxsszr, M.R., in Ginesi v. Cooper & Co. (14 Ch. D. 
596), and, although the injunction actually asked fur in the 
latter case did not go beyond solicitation of old customers, he 
intimated that the vendor of a goodwill ought equally to be 
restrained from ever dealing with the old customers. Acting 
upon the view he had expressed, he granted an injunction thus 
extended in Leggott v. Barrett (15 Ch. D. 306), but the extension 
was rejected by the Court of Appeal. As Brerr, L.J., pointed 
out, it went further than restraining the vendor ; it restrained 
also the customers. It not only enjoined him, but enjoined 


anybody in the country has of dealing with whom he likes, 
The case is also noteworthy for the fact that Brerr, LJ, 
assigned a fresh reason for the rule in Zabouchere v. Dawson. Hg 
put it upon the ground that there was an implied contract op 
the part of a person who sold a goodwill that he would not 
immediately after solicit the customers, who were really the 
people who formed the goodwill. 

In Leggott v. Barrett the Court of Appeal was concerned only 
with Sir Gzorcx JEsseL’s extension of the principles of Zaboy. 
chere v. Dawson to the case of dealing with old customers, and it 


Dawson itself. Although, therefore, Lord Esuzr expressed hig 
entire concurrence with that decision, the other members of the 
court James and Oorron, L.JJ., abstained from discussing it, 
The question arose again in Walker v. Mottram (19 Ch. D. 355), 
where Jxsset, M.R., held that Labouchere v. Dawson did not 
apply to the case of a compulsory alienation of goodwill, and 
consequently, upon the sale of the goodwill of the business of 4 
bankrupt by the trustee in bankruptcy, the bankrupt, if he 
starts in business again, will not be restrained from soliciting 
his old customers. This decision was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal, consisting of Baccattay, Lusx, and Linptey, L.JJ, 
The two latter judges assented to the principle of Labouchere vy, 
Dawson, though they distinguished the case before them on the 
ground that the sale by the trustee in bankruptcy did not put 
the bankrupt under any personal obligation to the purchaser. 
Lord Justice Baccatuay, however, took occasion to doubt the 
correctness of Labouchere v. Dawson, and he thus opened the way 
for the attack made upon it in Pearson v. Pearson (supra). 

In Pearson v. Pearson the Court of Appeal was composed of 
Baccattay, Oorron, and Linptey, L.JJ. The two former 
judges were of opinion that Labouchere v. Dawson was wrongly 
decided, and it was accordingly overruled. Lriypizy, L.J., dis- 
sented. Considering that the case in question had stood since 
1872, and had received the emphatic approval of judges of 
great eminence, there seems to be singularly little substance in 
the judgments of the majority. Baacautay, L.J., contented 
himself with saying that the case went beyond previous deci- 
sions, and in his opinion without sufficient reason. Oorron, 
L.J., took the ground that it was impossible to draw the line 
between what the vendor of goodwill could admittedly do, and 
what, according to Labouchere v. Dawson, he was forbidden to 
do. ‘I cannot see,” said he, “ where to draw the line; if the 
vendor may by his acts invite the old customers to deal with 
him, and not with the purchaser, why may he not apply to 
them and ask them to do so?” Liyptey, L.J., also admitted 
that the principle of Labouchere v. Dawson—that a man may not 
derogate from his own grant—would, if logically carried out, 
prevent the vendor from carrying on the same sort of business 
as he had sold, but at the same time he assented, as he had 
previously done in Walker v. Mottram (supra), to the application 
of the principle which had been made by Lord Romitty. 

The House of Lords have now in Zrego v. Hunt rejected the 
strict reasoning of Corron, L.J., and have preferred instead the 


remains true that any competition by the vendor of a goodwill 
detracts to some extent from the value of the subject-matter 
which has been sold, but, for the reasons already stated, such 
competition must be avoided, if at all, by the express stipula- 
tions of the parties. The law cannot, consistently either with 
convenience or with the authority of cases settled too decisively 
to be assailed, determine and enforce the exact measure of pro- 
tection which the purchaser requires. In the same way, if the 
attempt was made to apply to this extent the doctrine of im- 
plied agreement, it would be in practice impossible to define 
exactly the terms of the agreement which is to be implied. But 
thougn it may be thus impracticable to compel the vendor of 
a business to act towards the purchaser with scrupulous 
fairness, there is no reason why the law should not interpose 
directly its interposition can be rested on a certain basis. In 
Labouchere v. Dawson Lord Romitty set up a clear and practical 
distinction botween the indirect depreciation of goodwill which 
results from mere competition in business and the direct 
depreciation which results from solicitation of old customers. 
The same distinction is re-stated in Lord Hzrsone..’s judgment 





them, for it prevented them from having the liberty which 


in Zrego v. Hunt. Inthe former case, observed his lordship, the 


was not necessary to consider the correctness of Labouchere y,_ 


practical compromise sanctioned by Labouchere v. Dawson. It- 
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Sy toe 
gendor of the goodwill only does that which any member of the 
public may do. ‘But when,” he continued, ‘‘ he specifically and 
directly appeals to those who were customers of the previous firm, 
he seeks to take advantage of the connexion previously formed by 
his old firm, and of the knowledge of that connexion which he has 
previously acquired, to take that which constitutes the goodwill 
away from the persons to whom it has been sold, and to restore it to 
himself.” This is obviously wrong, and the law ought to interpose 
to prevent it, although it cannot interpose to secure ideal justice 
for the purchaser. ‘‘The difficulty,” said Lord Davey, “of 
doing complete justice should not prevent us from meting out 
such scanty measure of protection to the purchaser of a goodwill 
as the circumstances permit of.” It will still be as necessary as 
ever for the legal adviser of the purchaser to see that his client 
is protected, by a suitable stipulation, against the competition of 
the vendor. Where, however, there is no such stipulation, and 
the sale is simply of the goodwill, the law will no longer alto- 
gether withhold its assistance from the purchaser, but will at 
least secure him against direct attempts, by solicitation of 
the customers of the business, to deprive him of the very 
property for which he has paid his money. 





BAD TASTE AS A DISQUALIFICATION FOR PAR- 
LIAMENT. 

Tue stability of a seat in fhe House of Commons is rendered 
immeasurably less secure by the judgment in the Southampton 
election petition. Far be it from us to say that it is not sound 
law, as the law stands. But this judgment makes it clear that 
Parliament has failed in the main object of transferring the 
trial of election petitions from a committee of the House to the 
judges. That object was that the judgments should be guided 
by principles of law and not by the caprice of a party vote. 
The result is that the event depends upon the notions or 
caprice of a judge or two upon a question of Good Form or Bad 
Taste; a subject upon which it is axiomatically impossible to 
form a standard upon which many will agree. 

The facts of the Southampton petition bring this out very 
strongly. Mr. TankerviILLtE CHAMBERLAYNE and Sir J. Smreon 
were charged with treating and corrupt practices generally, and 
were acquitted of all the charges. But it was proved that an 
agent had paid two shillings for the railway fare of an outvoter 
from Winchester. This was a technical illegality which vitiated 
the election. The judges, however, have power to relieve 

andidates from the consequences if the illegality be trivial, 
saimportant, and limited in its character. The judges held 
that it was trivial, unimportant, and limited in its character ; 
and were prepared to grant relief “if the members had taken 
all reasonable means to prevent corrupt and illegal practices.” 
This would seem to follow from the fact that the judges had 
already found that there were no corrupt or illegal practices. 
But that is not the judicial view. Mr. Onamsertayne, who 
seems to have been the leading character and rather a lively 
person, had behaved differently from Sir J. Smwzon, who 
tamely played the second fiddle. The former attracted 
more popular attention, and his carriage was at one time 
followed by a procession of enthusiastic costermongers, 
who behaved much after the fashion of Mr. Bos Sawyer. 
One of them clambered up the carriage and sat on the 
hood flourishing a beer can as a symbol of opposition to 
Local Veto, and shewing some signs that his opposition was 
ge as well as theoretical, Another invaded the box seat. 

. CHAMBERLAYNE behaved like Mr. Pickwick, and tolerated 
what he did not initiate. The electors of Southampton appear 
to have liked him all the more for this forbearance, as Dickrns 
certainly would have done. They placed him at the head of the 
poll, with Sir J. Smrzon a poor second. But the judges were 
shocked, and thought that the toleration of such a procession 
might have encouraged drinking, and should have been evaded 
by some ‘pious fraud.” Therefore Sir J. Smreon, who was not 


honoured with the enthusiastic admiration of the costers, retains | ¢, 


‘seat, while Mr. OnAMBERLAYNE is cast into outer darkness. 

is one thing to win a seat, and another to keep it. For the 
purpose a tame candidate is better than a lively one. 

But what is to be the standard? Nothing, apparently, but 


the idiosyncrasies of particular judges on the question of taste. 
Of course, it is impossible to imagine Mr. Justice Wricur or 
Mr. Justice Bruce ever having been the centre of an admiring 
crowd of seaport costermongers, or having been able to get out 
of it the enjoyment which Mr. CuamMBEeRLayNE seems to have 
derived, and which a Dickens or a Sara would certainly have 
experienced. But it would not be difficult to name other judges 
(perhaps not now on the bench) who have gone through such 
incidents, and found them tolerable, and even enjoyable. If 
questions of taste, however, are to be the criterion, where are 
we toend? We can imagine a judge, fastidious in the matter 
of dress, giving judgment to the following effect :—‘‘ This elec- 
tion has been pure, but there has been one technical illegality, 
trivial and unimportant; but I cannot consent to grant relief 
because the candidate was guilty of the shocking indiscretion 
of wearing a bright yellow waistcoat on the polling day, an 
act which he must have known was calculated to incite to a 
breach of the peace.” Imagine the late MarrHzw ARNOLD a 
judge of election petitions; not Cromwetx’s soldiers would 

ave cleared the benches of the House more effectively than 
he. All the barbarians would be evicted for their want of 
intellect, the Philistines for their narrow-mindedness and cant, 
and the populace for its vulgarity ; until only a remnant were 
left, probably too fastidious to do any practical work. 

No doubt such an extreme as this is extravagant: not prac- 
tical politics. But within the range of practical matters there 
is ground for serious reflection upon the consequences, if the 
judges are to set up a variable standard of taste in which there 
is no constant quantity, and which is ex post facto and cannot be 
gauged beforehand. It will be necessary to settle the rota of 
election judges before the election and allot their districts, so 
that candidates and electors may make a fair guess at the 
standard by which they will be measured. One thing is certain: 
in any district to which Mr. Justice Wricur and Mr. Justice 
Bruce are allotted, there will be joy among the tame, but 
among the lively lamentation and mourning and woe. 








REVIEWS. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


THE RELATIONSHIP OF LANDLORD AND TENANT. By EpGar Foa, 
Barrister-at-Law. SrconD Eprrion. Stevens & Haynes; Water- 
low & Sons (Limited). 

When this book appeared, we predicted for it a place as a standard 
treatise on the modern lew of landlord and tenant. We are glad to 
see it now in the orthodox size and shape appropriate to a work on 
so extensive a branch of law. The present edition retains the 
characteristics of careful collection of decisions and concise state- 
ment of their effect, which, in using the first edition in practice, we 
have found of much value. There has been a careful revision of the 
text, and the decisions which have occurred since the last edition 
have been collected from a t variety of sources; the Times Law 
Reports figuring somewhat p some The value of this completeness 
of reference is obvious, and is well illustrated (together with the 
author’s clear and satisfactory method of treatment) in the portion 
of the book relating to disclaimer by a trustee in bankruptcy. We 
think that the work will be found of great service to the practitioner. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Income Tax ; How to get it Refunded. Instructions for assess- 
ment and appeal, and for obtaining from the Inland Revenue repay- 
ment of Income Tax deducted from Government pay and pension, 
annuities, coupons, dividends, rent, interest, &c., also repayment of 
Income Tax, over- commercial, and professional incomes, on 
premiums of Life Assurance policies, and on contracts for deferred 
annuities. By ALFRED CHAPMAN, Esq. Twelfth Edition. Effing- 
ham Wilson & Co. 

The Rights and Liabilities of Landlord, Tenant, and Lodger, in 

t of Letting and Occupation of Houses and Flats; also their 
rig ts as voters both for Parliament and Local a 
information and advice as to the necessary preliminary erations 


With dix of Forms of 
ae ee 
Effingham Wilson & 


and inquiries on taking a house. 
ments, Notices, &. New and 
Morgan, Esq., .B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 








It is announced that the Yorke prize for 1895 at Cambridge, offered for 





an essay on ‘‘ Theories of Possession,”’ is not awarded, no exercises having 
been sent in. 
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: CORRESPONDENCE. 
RE BELL, JEFFERY v. SAYLES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I read with much interest the report in your issue of the 16th 
ult. and the article and correspondence in your issue of the 7th inst. 
on this case, but so far as it is possible, to judge from the particulars 
at present reported, I do not see that the decision involves the 
consequences attributed to it; at any rate as regards mortgages 
executed since 1881. 

The Conveyancing Act of 1881, s. 22, provides that ‘ the receipt 
in writing of a mortgagee shall be a sufficient discharge for any 
money Or securities comprised in his mortgage or arising thereunder.” 
Mr. Wolstenholme has a note in his book on the Act that this section 
only applies to mortgages executed after the commencement of the 
Act—i.e., after 1881. 

The mortgage in this case was before 1881, but as regards mort- 
gages after 1881 the power of a mortgagee (even though a trustee— 
Trustee Act, 1893, s. 20) to give a good discharge for the security 
comprised in his mortgage, seems clear. Whether the trustee of a 
beneficial interest mortgaged can be compelled to pay to the mort- 


gagee the whole share, or only the priticipal interest and costs due to: 


him, is another question. 

The effect of this decision I take to be that the mortgagee of such 
an interest can compel the trustee to pay out of the fund mortgaged 
the amount of his principal, interest, and costs, but cannot compel 
payment of any balance of the fund. [If this is so, what is the 

“injustice or inconvenience of this decision? It seems perfectly con- 
sistent for a trustee to be in the position of being able to pay the 
whole fund to the mortgagee, while at the same time he can oniy be 
compelled to pay to the mortgagee principal, interest, and costs, and 
can turn himself into an amateur court of chancery for administering 
the balance. If it is, however, the duty of a trustee to turn adminis- 
trator, that is equivalent to saying that the first mortgagee cannot 
give him a good discharge, which, in the case of a mortgage since 
1881, is to fly in the face of the Conveyancing Act. 

Circumstances may easily arise in which it may be useful for a 
trustee to be able to take advantage of this decision and to administer 
the fund—e.y., if the trustee’s solicitor also represents the mortgagor 
or his trustee in bankruptcy, for the trustee to administer the fund 
would save the trust property from being bandied to and fro among 
mortgagees and back to his solicitor. 

However, it is ill arguing on a decision which has not yet been 
fally reported, and I hope that the full report will put an end to, and 
not increase, confusion. ARTHUR 8. LEGG. 

6, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., Dec. 10. 


[See observations under heading of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S, J.] 





THE PRACTICE OF THE PERSONAL APPLICATION NDEPART- 
MENT OF THE PUBLIC REGISTRY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The enclosed correspondence between ourselves and the senior 
registrar of the Probate Division may interest some of yo 
readers. W. & H. 


The following are the letters referred to by our correspon- 

dents :-— 

(Copy. ] 

London, W.C., 6th December, 1895. 
deceased. 

Sir,—We wish to bring under your notice the practice of the 
Personal Applications Department, as exemplified in this case. 

We recently received instructions to apply for letters of adminis- 
tration, and prepared a draft of the Inland Revenue affidavit. 

A good deal of the information required was not in the possession 
of the family, and we had to obtain it elsewhere. 

There was a voluminous bundle of claims, some ninety in number, 
which we had to go through in order to separate the debts due by 
the deceased from those incurred after his death. 

A difficulty arose as to finding sureties, and the matter was delayed 
for some time on this account. 

A few days ago a member of the family called upon us and asked 
for the loan of the list of assets. The draft affidavit was accordingly 
I i to him, and, as supposed, he was going to shew it to some 
intending surety. 

We find, however, that the draft affidavit was taken to the Personal 
Applications Department, through which the matter was promptly 





‘ questions which we wish respectfully to put to you are 
wo :— 


Ist. Whether you consider it right that the department should 












make use of a draft affidavit prepared by a solicitor, and bearing 
name and address, without in any way communicating with { 
solicitor. 

In the present case, not only had we taken much trouble to, 
the materials together, but we had actually paid fees to other pers 
for giving us the necessary information. R 

Our second point is whether the department take any steps 


































































satisfy themselves that persons proposing themselves as sureties Luxacy Act 
suitable, because it was in connection with this point that we fow a ‘Av 
the difficulty which the department has so readily surmounted.—jj & 46 Vior. 
are, Sir, your obedient servants, W. & H, Offici 
The Senior Registrar, Probate Registry, Somerset House. Bh apt the 
Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, London, W.C, lewtally 
9th December, 1895. My eoute the 
deceased. certain proy 
Gentlemen,—I have to acknowledge your letter of the 6th ingymm to execute a 
with reference to the above case, and in reply I have to state that ¢ an intendin 
question whether the client was right in using the draft affidy would pe 
handed to him by his solicitor is one entirely between the solicit , «nate 
and his client, and could not be entered into in the Personal Applig oe (42 V 
tion Department. that full pc 
The department is required to take care (as far as possible) thi 490 (h) of t 
sureties to administration bonds are responsible persons (rule 41), which it we 
may add that it is open to anyone intending to oppose the issuing, where a po' 
a grant to enter a caveat, and subsequently to make application fg™m™ inquisition 
justifying security, if it is considered desirable so to do.—I an small estat 
Gentlemen, your obedient servant, D. H. OWEN, Senior Registrar, Tur Cou 
Messrs. W. & H, A. L. 8x 
by the Offi 

ima 

erin 

TRUST INVESTMENTS. by inquisi 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] at liberty 

tenant for 


Sir,—We shall be obliged if you or some of your readers will fur husband; 








nish us with any authorities referring to the following question. the Forge 
Under a trust for the separate use of a married woman without whether 1 
power of anticipation, the woman having an absolute power @ by the Ma 
appointing by deed or will, are the trustees in making investments the persor 
confined to trust investments, or can they safely make any invest- leasing Let 
ment the married woman may select ? of - - 
You will observe that without the restraint on anticipation th pods Foe 
married woman, even during coverture, could, under such a trust, poendio a 
call upon the trustees to transfer the trust funds to herself abso Dower of 
lutely. SUBSCRIBERS, property. 
[The effect of the restraint on anticipation being to prevent the executed 
married woman from exercising her power of appointment during gary a: 
coverture, ‘‘the primary duty of the trustees,” which is ‘‘ the protec poh th 
tion of the fund” (see Sawyer v. Sawyer (28 Ch. D. 595, at p. 603) that ‘a | 
continues ; and if they invest on unauthorized investments, at the state it st 
instigation or request, or with the consent in writing of the benefi- hic stantil 
ciaries, they will have to trust for their indemnity to section 45 of the difficulty 
Trustee Act, 1893. The exercise of the power of impounding unde Acts. B 
that section is discretionary, and it may be that the burden will b Baggs (a 
imposed on the trustee of shewing that the married woman benefi- the way 


ciary who requested or consented to the unauthorized investments, spplicati 
had a full knowledge of all the circumstances relating to them: se 1890, no 
om a of Fry, L.J., in Sawyer v. Sawyer (ubi supra)— held thei 


ee at life inter 








We are glad to hear that that the recent smoking concert in aid of the pcre 


Royal Courts of Justice (Staff) Sick and Provident Fund over which Mz. that it ¥ 
T. T. Bucknill, Q.C., M.P., presided, resulted in the sum of £102 Ls, Settled 
being placed to the credit of the fund. pressly i 


On Saturday afternoon the shooting prizes won during the past volun section | 
teer year by members of the Inns of Court R. V. were distributed by of leasin 
Viscountess Wolseley, who was accompanied by the OCommander-in- We are 
Chief, in the Iuner Temple-Hall. Mr. Justice Grantham, who occupied present 
the chair, in the course of his speech said that at the time of the Armada =" 


judges and barristers enrolled themselves for the purpose of protecting gly. 
their Queen. In the time of Charles I., again, the Inns of Court were # Ries’ 
the fore, and 500 members enrolled themselves and marched down # Counss! 


Westminster to protect the king and Parliament against the armed mob 
swarming round the Houses of Parliament and the Courts. During the 
same period, also, they formed a mounted corps. Passing to later times, 
they all remembered the occasion when the corps obtained the great dis- 
tinction of being named by George III. As they marched past at @ 
review the king asked of what class that fine body of men was composed. Re 10) 
‘* Lawyers,”’ said Lord Erskine. ‘‘ Lawyers, all of them?’ asked the 
king. ‘‘ Yes, your Majesty,’ Lord Erskine replied. ‘‘Then,’’ said the 


King, “‘ call them the Devil’s Own.’’ Lord Wolseley also delivered a0 Venvo! 
address. The olddrums used by the Devil’s Own in the time of 

III. were exhibited in the hall, and the uniform of the times worn by This 
great uncle, a member of the cotps, was exhibited by Mr. Justice Court 





Grantham, Samue 





4, 1895, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Lunacy. 
Re CATHERINE SALT—C. A. No. 2, 5th December. 


Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 Vier. c. 5), ss. 116 (2), 120 (n)—Ssrriep Lanp— 
Tenant FoR LirE—Recerver puLy Constrrurep—Power or LEasinc— 
Orper AuTHoRiziInc Exercisz or Power—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 
& 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 6, 62. 
The Official Solicitor having been duly appointed receiver under section 

116 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, of the estate of Catherine Salt, a lunatic 

lawfully detained but not so found by inquisition, applied to the court for 

an order under section 120 of the same Act that he might be at liberty to 
execute the powers of leasing vested in the lunatic, as tenant for life of 
certain property, under the will of her late husband. The receiver desired 
to execute a lease of a public-house, known as the Forge Inn, Cardiff, to 
an intending lessee, and the Master had found that the proposed lease 
would be beneficial to the estate of the tenant for life and the remainder- 
men. When the application went before Kay, L.J., it was supposed to be 
determined, or at any rate prejudiced by Re Baggs, a note to the case of 
Re X. (42 W. R. 657; 1894, 2Ch. 415). Counsel for the application urged 
that full power was given to the judge to make the order under section 
120 (h) of the Lunacy Act, 1890, and if Re Baggs (ubi supra) had the effect 
which it was supposed to have, the result would be that in every case 
where a power of leasing was required to be exercised the expense of an 
inquisition and the appointment of a committee must be incurred even in 
small estates. 
Tue Court (A. L. Smrrx and Ricsy, L.JJ.) made the order. 
A. L. Surrn, L.J., read the following judgment: This is an application 
by the Official Solicitor, who has been appointed under section 116 of the 


Lunacy Act, 1890, to exercise the powers of a committee of the estate of | lish 


Catherine Salt, a person lawfully detained as a lunatic though not so found 
by inquisition, for an order under section 120 of that Act, that he may be 
at liberty to execute the powers of leasing vested in Catherine Salt as 
tenant for life in the property in question under the will of her late 
husband; and in particular to execute a lease of a public-house called 
the Forge Inn, Cardiff, to an intending lessee; and the question is 
whether such an order can be made. The proposed lease has been found 
by the Master to be a beneficial lease to the estate of Catherine Salt and 
the persons entitled in remainder. It is not a lease within the powers of 
leasing contained in the will, and the leasing powers in part iv., section 6, 
of the Settled Land Act, 1882, will have to be resorted to. By section 120 
of the Lunacy Act, 1890, itis enacted, ‘‘ The judge may by order authorize 
and direct the committee of the estate of a lunatic”? (in which position the 
present applicant stands by virtue of section 116 (2) ) to (h) ‘‘ execute any 
power of leasing vested in a lunatic having a limited estate only in the 
property over which the power extends.’’ If the lease proposed to be 
executed had been a lease within the power contained in the will it would 
clearly have been within the express terms of this section ; for Catherine 
Salt had a limited estate only in the property in question, she being tenant 
for life thereof. By section 6 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, it is enacted 
that ‘‘a tenant for life may lease the settled land or any part thereof,’’ to 
state it shortly, in the way proposed to be done in the present case. Rebus 
hic stantibus, where is the difficulty? It appears to me that there is no 
difficulty whatever, for the case falls within the express terms of the two 
Acts. But itis suggested that there is a decision in this court of Re Martha 
Baggs (a widow) reported in the note to Re X. (ubi supra), which stands in 
theway. In my judgment it does nothing of the kind. In that case an 
application was made under section 116, sub-section 2, of the Lunacy Act, 
1890, not for an order to lease, but for an order to ‘‘sell property ‘ belong- 
ing’ to the lunatic,’’ she having only a life estate therein, and this court 
held that the applicant could not bring that case within that sub-section, 
because the property did not ‘‘ belong”’ to the lunatic, she having only a 
life interest therein, and that he could not bring the case within the powers 
of sale contained in the Settled Land Act of 1882, s. 62, because that 
section only applied to a tenant for life who was a lunatic so found by in- 
uisition, which Martha Baggs was not; and this court therefore held 
that it was a case not provided for by either the Lunacy Act, 1890, or the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. But in my judgment the present case is ex- 
pressly in terms provided for by section 120 of the Lunacy Act, 1890; and 
section 6 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, is not confined as regards powers 
of leasing to lunatics so found by inquisition, as section 62 of that Act is. 
We are not, therefore, fettered by this case, for it does not apply to the 
present case, and in my judgment an order giving power to execute the 
_ lease can be legally made, and we make such order accord- 
aly. 
Ricry, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Application allowed. 
Covnszr, Ingle Joyce. Sorscrror, The Official Solicitor. 
[Reported by W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





Court of Appeal. 
Re LORD AND BRADBURY AND FULLERTON'S CONTRACT — No. 2, 
5th December. 


Venvor ann Purcuaser—Witt—Tavst ror SaAte—Partia, DrschaiMer 
ny Truster—V *11prry—Tit.e. 


This was an appeal from the Vi_s-Chancellor of the County Palatine 


will, and devised the whole of his estate to them upon trust to sell. The 
testator died on the 23rd of May, 1889, and his will was proved on the 15th 
of July, 1889, py three out of the five named executors, power being reserved 
for the other two, Samuel Lord (the son) and John S. Lyell, to come in 
and prove. Lyell, by deed, subsequently probate and dis- 
claimed all the trusts of the will. Lord, by deed poll dated the 15th of 
February, 1890, declared that he had refused to act as trustee for any 
property situate without the bounds of the United States of America, he 
being then resident in the United States. The three trustees who had 
proved the will contracted to ell part of the property to Hugh Fullerton 
on the 22nd of March, 1895. Objection was taken on the purchaser’s part 
that a good title was not disclosed in the vendors, and that the concur- 
rence of Samuel Lord, junior, was necessary. After correspondence, a 
summons was taken out, by arrangement, under the Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 78), for the opinion of the court on the 
title. The Vice-Chancellor found that one of the trustees could dis- 
claim as to a portion only of the estate, and that therefore a good title 
was disclosed in the vendors. The purchaser appealed, and submitted 
that on the evidence there was a clear statement that the disclaiming 
trustee had intermeddled, both as trustee and executor, as to property 
situate in America; there was a clear intention to disclaim English 
estates, and to intermeddle in American estates. On the authorities such 
a disclaimer was absolutely nugatory. A trustee could not get rid of part 
of his estate; he must get rid of all or none. The following cases were 
referred to :—Ward v. Butler (2 Moll. 533), Mucklow v. Fuller (Jac. 198), 
Re Gordon, Roberts v. Gordon (6 Ch. D. 531, 26 W. R. Dig. 281), Cummins v. 
Cummins (3 Jo. & Lat. 64, at p. 92), Urch v. Walker (3 M. & Cr. 702). For 
the vendors it was urged that the exclusion of immovable real property 
situate abroad would not help one way or the other; the trustee did not 
claim administration to any property included in the probate. The true 
construction of the deed was that Lord was in doubt as to the trust 
property in America, but clearly made up his mind to disclaim the Eng- 


perty. 
Tee Covrr (Lrxpiey, A..L. Ssrrs, and Ricsy, L.JJ.) allowed the 


appeal. 

Lixvtey, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that the point was a 
short one but an important one. If the deed poll could be read as an 
absolute disclaimer of the office of trustee, the purchaser’s objection would 
be untenable. On its true construction, in accordance with the language 
used, it was only a partial disclaimer, and it was not competent for a 
trustee to rely upon a ial disclaimer of the office of trustee or execu- 
tor, or of part only of the og es If he accepted office, he had accepted 
the trusts, and must accept the whole or none. All the cases bore this 
out. Even if there were no mixing up of personal and real estate, Mr. 
Warmington’s answer would not be complete. A testator with property 
abroad, if he were a wise man, would appoint two sets of trustees, one set 
for the property situate in England, and another set for that situate abroad. 
But if he said he would have five trustees, and they should all act, one of 
such trustees could not act in part and not in the whole. The appeal must 
be allowed. 

A. L. Smrrn and Ricry, L.JJ., gave judgment ‘to the same effect, and 
said the trustees and executors were responsible equally for the personal 
estate both here and in America. Appeal allowed.—CovunsgL, Farwell, 
Q.C., and Norris; Warmington, Q.C.. and W. H. Cochrane. Sourcrrors, 
Ford ¢ Ford, for Richard Higham, Manchester; Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co., for 
Yates, Johnson, § Leach, Liverpool. 

[Reported by W. Sxattcross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BADISCHE ANILIN UND SODA FABRIK v. HENRY JOHNSON & CO, 
AND THE BASLE CHEMICAL WORKS—No. 2, 4th December. 


Practice—Sgrvick OUT OF THE JuRIspicTION—AcTION FOR INFRINGEMENT 
or Parent—Insunction—R.8.C., XI., 1 (F). 
plaintiffs 


Appeal ex parte from a decision of North, J., in chambers. The 
are the owners of an English patent for dyes, and applied for leave to 
issue a concurrent writ in the action and to serve notice of iton the 
second defendants at their place of business, Basle, out of the jurisdiction 
of the court. -By their writ in the action they claimed an injunction 
restraining the defendants, their servants and agents, from importing 
into England and from manufacturing, selling, supplying, and using in 
England dyes manufactured according to the patent, or in any manner 
only colourably differing from the same, and generally from infringing 
the plaintiffs’ rights under the patent. The intiffs also claimed 
es and other consequential relief. The evidence was to the effect 
that the Basle company manufacture at Basle a dye which is an infringe- 
ment of the plaintiffs’ patent, and import it into this country, the 
defendants, Henry Johnson & Co. having so bought some. The first 
defendants, when served with the writ, stated that they did not intend 
to enter an appearance, and would submit to a tual injunction, 
R.S.C., ord. xi., r. 1 provides: ‘‘ Service out of the jurisdiction of a writ 
of summons, or notice of a writ of summons, may be allowed by the 
court or a judge whenever (inéer alia) (f) any injunction is sought as to 
——s to be done within the jurisdiction, or any nuisance within the 
jurisdiction is sought to be prevented or removed, whether damages are or 
are not also sought in respect thereof.’ North, J., refused the applica- 
tion to allow notice of such writ to be served, and the plaintiffs appealed 
ex parte to the Court of res and urged that the case came exactly 
within the rule. The following cases were relied on: Marshall vy. 


Marshall (38 Ch. D. 330, 36 W. R. Dig. 161), Elmslie v. Bowrsier (IS W. R. 
665, L. R. 9 Eq. 217), Fon Heyden v. Neustadt (28 W. R. 496, 14 Ch. D. 
230 





Court of Lancaster. By his will, dated the 26th of September, 1888, 
Samuel Lord appointed five gentlemen as executors and trustees of his 


UR Cover (Linpury, A. L. Svrtu, and Riery, L JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, 
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Linoizy, L.J., said no doubt the case was one of great importance, 
and they ‘were all agreed that a primd facie case had been made out within 
ord. 11, r. 1. The plaintiffs were bond fide seeking an injunction to 
restrain foreigners from delivering goods, which were an infringement 
of an English patent, into this country. The evidence shewed that the 
defendants’ method was merely a colourable evasion of delivery in 
England. <A primd facie case having been made out, leave to issue a 
concurrent writ and serve notice of it without the jurisdiction ougat to be 
granted. 

A. L. Smrrnand Rieny, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—CovnsgL, 
Moulton, Q.C., and W. N. Lawson. Souscrrors, J. H. ¢ J. Y. Johnson. 


[Reported by W. Suaticross Goppagp, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Chancery Divisicn. 
PROUT v. COCK—North, J., 7th December. 
PracticE—REDEMPTION ACTION—PARTIES. 


This was a redemption action, the plaintiffs being two infants, and the 
question to be determined was whether the action was properly consti- 
tuted. On the 6th of July, 1878, Abraham Prout mortgaged certain 

roperty to the defendant for £550 at five per cent. By his will, dated the 
th of May, 1882, Abraham Prout made the following devise: ‘‘I desire 
that all my property in Peramworth, Cornwall, consisting of four houses 
and one and three-quarter acres of land, be made over to my wife, 
Elizabeth Prout, and my two children, Abraham and Samuel John Prout. 
The property is on no account to be sold or mortgaged ; a mortgage of 
£550 is on the said property. I desire that during my children’s 
minority my wife should receive all income that may accrue from the pro- 
perty, and that when they are all of age the property shall be equally 
divided between my wife and children, whichever of them may be living 
at that time. I desire that my wife’s sister should live with my wife, and 
in the event of my wife’s death before my children become of age that she 
shall have the care of them.’’ Elizabeth Prout, the widow, mortgaged 
her interest under the will, and died, and it was contended that her 
mortgagee ought to be a party. Laxton v. Hedle (19 Beav. 321) was 
cited 


Nort, J.—It is clear that I could not give judgment in favour of the 
plaintiffs upon the present record. The legal personal representative of 
the wife or her mortgagee ought to be a party. Under the words in the 
first part of the will, if they stood alone, the wife and children would take 
either as tenants in common or joint tenants. Then it is provided that 
the wife shall not sell or mortgage the property, and the testator clearly 
looks upon the wife as the person to redeem the existing mortgage. It is 
said that there is some trust of the income the wife was to receive, and 
that she was bound to spend part in the maintenance of the children; but 
I can see no ground for this: the income is given to her during the 
minority of the children. On the construction of the will she takes the 
whole income. The case of Lavrion vy. Eedleis very like this. The mort- 
gagee of the widow is only joined in another capacity, and the record is 
incomplete. I order the plaintiffs to pay the costs. I give leave to 
amend, but it is desirable for the advisers of the plaintiffs to consider that 
the refusal of a redemption order is equivalent to an immediate decree 
for foreclosure, and that an infant does not have a day to shew cause if 
his action for redemption is dismissed.—Counset, Rylands; Dauney. 
Soxicrrors, G. K. Wright, for E. L. Carlyon, Truro; Street, Poynder, § 
Whalley. 
‘ | Reported by G. B. Haururoy, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


WOOD v. WEST—Stirling, J., 10th December. 


Mortcace — Action ror Forectosure sy Fiest Morreacee or Two 
Proprertigs—MArsHALLING AGAINST PurcHasER oF Equrry or REpEMP- 
TIon OF Ont Property. 


This was an action by a mortgagee to enforce his securities, raising a 
question as to the plaintiff’s right to marshal under the following 
circumstances :—In the year 1880 Mrs. West (then Miss Tindall) was 
entitled to two properties—first, to an undivided share in certain property 
(hereinafter called the Tindall property) under the will of G. Tindall ; 
and, secondly, to certain property (hereinafter called the Foots Cray 
property) under a contract to purchase. By an indenture of mortgage 
dated the 15th of March, 1880, and made between Miss Tindall of the 
one part and Allen and Stenning of the other part, Miss Tindall mort- 
gaged all her interest in the Tindall property to Allen and Stenning in 
fee to secure £1,000 and interest, and by a memorandum of charge of the 
same date she charged her interest in the Foots Cray property with the 
payment of the same £1,000, and agreed to execute a legal mortgage 
thereof to Allen and Stenning. On the 7th of September, 1880, the Foots 
Cray property was conveyed to the use of Miss Tindall in fee. On the 
13th of June, 1881, Miss Tindall married J. 8S. West. In contemplation 
of that marriage two settlements were executed on the 13th of June, 
1881. By the first of such settlements made between Mrs. West (then 
Miss Tindall) of the first part, J. S. West of the second part, and A. T. 
Tindall and George Hembery of the third part, Mrs. West conveyed the 
Foots Cray property to the said A. T. Tindall and G. Hembery in fee 
upon trust, with the consent of Allen and Stenning, whilst any monies 
should remain owing to them and after all such monies should be paid 
at the request of Mrs. West, to sell the same and stand possessed of the 
proceeds of sale upon trust to pay thereout so much of the said principal 
sum of £1,000 and the interest thereon as might then be owing, and also 
certain costs and other monies therein mentioned which were or would 
become owing to Stenning in respect of work done by him as a solicitor, 





——_——— 


and to hold the residue of the proceeds of sale and so much of the Foots 
Cray property as should not be sold, in trust for such persons as Mrs, 
West should appoint, and in default of appointment upon the 
trusts therein mentioned. By the second of such settlements made 
between the said J. S. West of the first part, Mrs. West of the 
second part, and the defendants H. Bland and J. T. West of the 
third part, Mrs. West granted and assigned to the said H. Bland 
and J. T. West in fee, upon trusts for the benefit of Mr. and Mrs, 
West and the children of their marriage, all the interest of Mrs, 
West in the Tindall property, subject, nevertheless, to the said mortgage 
of the 15th of March, 1880, and the £1,000 thereby secured. The said G. 
Hembery died in May, 1888. By an indenture of transfer dated the 28th 
day of February, 1890, the said sum of £1,000, and all interest due, or to 
accrue due thereon, and all securities for the same were transferred by 
Allen and Stenning to Stenning and Thorowgood upon a joint account, 
and by the same indenture the Tindall property and the Foots Cray 
property were conveyed to the use of Stenning and Thorowgood in fee 
simple, subject to such equity of redemption as the same were then sub- 
ject to. By an indenture dated the 20th of March, 1890, made between 
the said A. T. Tindall of the first part, Stenning and Thorowgood of the 
second part, Stenning of the third part, and Mrs. West of the fourth part, 
after reciting that the said principal sum of £1,000 was still owing to 
Stenning and Thorowgood, and that there was owing to Stenning the sum 
of £678, it was witnessed that the Foots Cray property was conveyed and 
appointed to the use of Stenning and Thorowgood in fee simple, freed and 
discharged from the trusts of the said hereinbefore first-mentioned settle- 
ment of the 13th of June, 1881, but subject to a proviso for reconveyance, 
upon payment by Mrs. West of £1,678 and interest. As to this sum of 
£678, it was at the-trial admitted that it partially consisted of moneys ad- 
vanced by Stenning to meet interest upon the £1,000. In 1891 parts of 
the Foots Cray property were sold, and the proceeds were applied in part 
payment of the said principal sum of £1,000. By an indenture of trans- 
fer dated the 11th of May, 1892, so much of the sum of £1,000 as then 
remained unpaid, and all moneys then owing on the security of the said 
indenture of the 15th of March, 1880, and all interest then due, or to 
become due thereon, and the benefit of all securities for the same, and 
also the said sum of £678 secured to Stenning by the said indenture of the 
20th of March, 1890, and all interest then due, or to become due thereon, 
and the benefit of all securities for the same, and all rights (if any) of 
marshalling incident to either of the said sums were respectively assigned 
to the plaintiff absolutely. The action was brought by the plaintiff to 
enforce his said securities against Mrs. West, and also against Messrs. 
Bland and J. T. West, the trustees of the said secondly-mentioned settle- 
ment of the 13th of June, 1881. By paragraph 3 of the claim the plaintiff 
claimed a declaration that, in taking the account of what was due to him 
he was entitled to marshal his securities, and to charge the Tindall 
property (in effect), not only with the portion remaining unpaid of the 
principal sum of £1,000, but also with the sum, the proceeds of sale of the 
Foots Cray property, so applied as aforesaid in part payment of the said 
sum of £1,000. 

Srreuine, J., after stating the facts, said: The question I have now to 
decide is whether any right of marshalling did exist on May 11, 1892. 
What is the law applicable to the case? It was settled by the cases of 
Barnes v. Rackster (1 Y.& OC. C. C. 401), and Bugden v. Bignold (2 Y.& 
C. C. C. 377). [His lordship read a portion of the Vice-Chancellor’s 
judgment in the letter case at p. 398.] ow what are the circumstances 
here? The rights of the parties appear to be as they were at the dates of 
the execution of the two deeds of 1881. It is said that from internal 
evidence the deed relating to the Tindall property must be taken to have 
been executed first. To my mind that does not seem very material. It 
seems to me that these two deeds were executed as parts of one and the 
same transaction. The result of these two deeds is that, with the know- 
ledge of the parties interested, the Foots Cray property becomes a security 
for the costs due to Stenning, the solicitor, and the Tindall property was 
settled upon the ordinary trusts of a marriage settlement. Now what 
right either party to marshal? To my mind both stand on the same 
footing, both are purchasers for valuable consideration, and I can see no 
reason why the mortgagees should be entitled to marshal as against the 
persons entitled under the settlement. The person to assert this equity 
must make out aclear case, and in this case above all others the solicitor 
ought to have made it clear that he was to have the right to marshal. 
His lordship therefore refused to make the declaration asked for.— 
Counset, Hastings, Q.C., and Heath; Phipson Beale, Q.C., and John 
Henderson. Souicrrors, G. R. F. H. Toeque; Thorold Brodie § Bonham 
Carter ; Forster, Frere, § Co. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Tuompson, Barrister-at~-Law. | 


Re EARL OF STAMFORD, PAYNE v. STAMFORD—Stirling, J., 3rd and 
Ath December. 


Trustee — Resipent ‘ Angzoap’? — AprorintMENT OF New Trustex — 
Soricrron ror THE TENANT FoRSLIPE. 


This was a summons taken out by the trustees of the will of the late 
Earl of Stamford to determine whether or not a certain indenture dated 
the 28th of August, 1895, and made by the Countess of Stan-ford, the 
tenant for life under the said will, and being a deed of appointment of a 
new trustee in the place of a trustee who had gone abroad was a valid 
appointment under the circumstances of the case, which were as follows : 
The late Earl of Stan.ford died on the 2nd of January, 1883, having made 
his will on the 26th of January, 1875, whereby he appointed Arthur F. 
— Robert Cocks, and Henry Ball executors and trustees thereof. The 

was ag pore by these three persons, who were still alive. The 
trusts of the were extremely long and complicated, but were shortly 
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stated by Stirling, J., in his judgment to the follo effect : The testa- 
for devised four estates in Staffordshire, Leices , Cheshire, and 
Lancashire respectively to the the use of his trustees, their executors, 
administrators, and assigns, during the life of the Countess, upon certain 
trusts for her benefit, and he directed the a) 
the rents and profits of these estates the sum of £12,000 per annum, to be 
applied in aid of his personal estate in or towards the discharge of his 
ts and the legacies and annuities given by his will, such payment and 
lication to be in the absolute discretion of his said trustees. After the 
death of the Countess the said estates were devised to uses in favour of 
different families, but in respect of the Lancashire estates the testator 
ereated a term therein of 1,000 years, and limited the same to the trustees 
trust to apply the rents and profits firstly in payment of debts and 
een in redeeming the mortgages on the fourShire estates. The residuary 
estate was bequeathed to the trustees upon trust to convert the same into 
money, to pay thereout funeral expenses, debts, and legacies, and then to 
apply the surplus, if any, toward the discharge of the mortgages, with 
remainder to the Countess absolutely. The testator, after giving various 
legacies, general and specific, then declared that if either of his trustees or 
any trustee thereafter appointed should die in his lifetime or decline to act 
or, having survived him, should die, or be abroad, or desire to be dis- 
charged, or refuse, or become incapable to act, then, and in every such 
case, it should be lawful for the Countess, during the continuance of the 
estates limited in trust for her benefit, and afterwards for the surviving 
orcontinuing trustee. or the executors of the last surviving or continuing 
trustee, to appoint a new trustee or new trustees. The personal estate was 
insufficient to pay the debts in full, and had long since been exhausted. 
All the simple contract debts had been paid, but there remained mort- 
es to the amount of £800,000 and annuities of nearly £4,000 still un- 
ischarged. The executors had assented to the specific legacies, and had 
paid all the pecuniary ones, but no personal estate remained in their hands 
available for distribution. Up to the 29th of July last all the three trus- 
tees had acted together, but on the 8th of August the Countess’ solicitor, 
Sir Thomas Wright, forwarded to the trustees’ solicitors a draft appoint- 
ment of himself as trustee in the place of Arthur Payne, who, it was 
therein alleged, had gone to reside abroad. Owing to the absence from 
town of the member of the firm who attended to the trust, this communi- 
cation was merely acknowledged, whereupon, without further corres- 
pondence with the trustees or their solicitors, the Countess executed the 
said indenture of the 20th of Augustand appointing Sir Thomas Wrighta 
trustee as aforesaid in place of Mr. Payne. It was the validity of this 
appointment which was now in question. From the evidence it appeared 
that Mr. Payne had from the commencement of the trust acted in con- 
junction with his co-trustees in the administration and ment of the 
testator’s estates, but that in 1893 in consequence of his wife’s ill-health 
he went to reside at Lisieuse in Normandy. He had, however, been con- 
stantly in comraunication with the trustees and their solicitors, and had 
attended all the meetings of the trustees with few exceptions. The special 
management of the Lancashire and Cheshire estates had been left entirely 
to Mr. Hall and Mr. Cocks respectively, the reason for this being that 
they had been the agents thereof during the lifetime of the late earl. The 
Leicestershire estates had been managed by Sir Thomas Wright, a solicitor 
of Leicester, who was appointed agent a few years after the earl’s death. 
Mr. Payne in his affidavit stated that it had never been alleged until the 
10th of August, 1895, that his residence abroad in any way interfered with 
the due administration of the trusts of the will, or rendered it desirable 
that he should cease to be a trustee. From where he resided he could 
reach England in sixteen hours, and letters posted in London on any 
given day would be received by him the following day. He had taken his 
house at Lisieuse on a lease which would expire in three years’ time, when 
he intended to return to England. 

Srieuine, J., stated the facts as above set out, and continued :—Without 
attributing any blame to the Countess or her advisers, [ think it is a 
matter of regret that the execution of the deed of appointment was not 
postponed until the trustees had been consulted and their views ascer- 
tained. However, what I have to decide now is whether the appointment 
isa valid one. The first question which arises is one of fact—i.e , whether 
or not Mr. Payne was ‘‘abroad’’ at the date of the appointment within 
the meaning cf the power in the will contained, and which I have already 
read. I think the question may be decided without any difficulty on Mr. 
Payne’s own evidence, and I am of opinion that he was ‘‘abroad’’ within 
the meaning of the power. He has been residing abroad since 1893, and 
does not intend to return until the expiration of his lease—i ¢., in three 
years’ time. Therefore, I think that on the 28th of August he was 
properly described as *‘ being abroad.’? NowTI do not desire to depart 
from anything laid down by Lord Romilly in Re Moravian Society (26 Beav. 
101). In each case it is a question of fact, and here I come to the con- 
clusion on the facts that Mr. Payne was abroad at the time the deed was 
executed by the Countess. It is said that residence abroad is not a dis- 
qualification for the office of a trustee, and I am asked to read the clause 
as if a new trustee could only be appointed in the place of a trustee who 
isabroad when the fact of residence abroad interferes with the proper 
discharge of the duties of the trust. Those words, however, are not in 
the will. The trustee, by residing abroad, as laid down by W: V.C., 
in O’ Reilly v. Alderson (8 Hare 101), puts himself in a ition which 
entitles any cestui que trust to require that the office should be filled by 
&nother trustee. Certainly, in this case, none of the remaindermen have 
called upon the Countess to exercise the power of appointing a new trustee, 


’ but, nevertheless, it was within her discretion to do so. If the exercise of 


that power were capricious the court might interfere, but no such 
case es been suggested. Mr. Reeres ence cured created a certain 


amount of inconvenience and expense. The Countess is tenant for life, 


is 
quite competent to exercise the power, and I cannot see that she has‘! the period covered by these 





said trustees to set apart out of | perso 


exercised it with caprice or without good cause. It is said, however, that 
Mr. Payne is in the of an executor and 
tive of the testator, and that the power of appointment ought not to be 
exercised so long as there are debts re’ un 
mal estate remaining 
this contention, but in the —— case the objection cannot prevail. All 
the estate isexhausted. The pecuniary have been 
— and the specific ones assented to, and this can only have been done on 
e footing that the duties of the executors had been fully executed, and 
that they were willing to convert themselves into simple trustees. Hence 
nothing is now vested in Mr. Payne virtute oficii. I now come to a matter 
which is de of my most serious tion—i.e., the fact that 
the Countess has thought fit to appoint as a trustee of this will her own 
solicitor. The trustees of the are vested with a power of sale of the 
real estates, and they will also be trustees for the purpotes of the Settled 
Land Act, and, as such trustees, they may have to consider matters where 
the respective interests of the tenant for life and the remaindermen 
conflict with one another, and where they will uently be bound to 
hold an even hand between the parties. Now it is suggested that the 
solicitor of the tenant for life is not in a position to disc that 
duty properly, and I must say I feel that is a very forcible objection. 
In fact, it is an objection which would prevent the court itself 
from appointing a person in the position of Sir Thomas Wright, and 
from sanctioning any such appointment. The rule is clearly laid dowa 
by Cotton, L.J., in Re Kemp (24 Ch. D. 485), a case of the appointment of 
trustees for thé purposes of the Settled Land Act. In that case the Lord 
Justice said: ‘* appointment of trustees is uired to impose a 
check upon the extensive powers conferred by the Act upon the tenant for 
life, and the 44th section contemplates there being differences between 
the trustees and the tenant for life. I have no doubt that Mr. Wood as 
solicitor of the tenant for life would advise him to the best of ‘his ability 
and recommend him to exercise his powers with a proper regard for the 
interests of the remaindermen. But solicitors, like judges, are fallible, 
and how could Mr. Wood, as one of the trustees, exercise a proper judg~- 
ment on their behalf upon questions on which he had already advised 
tenant for life? It would be Mr. Wood as trustee putting a check 
Mr. Wood as solicitor for the tenant for life, and he would be placed in a 
false position.” This lays down a rule of practice for the guidance of the 
court from which it would not be right of me to depart, and of which, 
moreover, I entirely approve. But the question is, is this rule binding 
under all circumstances? Can the court depart from it, if it sees fit ? 
Now I myself have departed from it in one case—i.e., Re Marquis of 
Ailesbury (1893, 2 Ch. 345). The court ought certainly to be very slow to 
do so and ought, before doing so, to be satisfied not only that will be no 
disadvantage to the trust estate, but also that great advantages will 
accrue from such a course. If this were an application for the appoint- 
ment of a new trustee or for the sanction of the court to such an appoint- 
ment I should certainly decline to from the rule. This, however, 
is not such a case, and, as pointed out by Cotton, L J., there is a difference 
between the question of the validity of a certain appointment by the 
donee of a power and the question whether the court would itself make | 
or sanction such an appointment. This distinction was recognized by 
Pearson, J., in Re Norris (27 Ch. D. 341). The question then is, Does the 
existence of the rule prevent the donee of the power from exercising it by, 
appointing her own solicitor? In my judgment, though I would {not 
myself either make or sanction such an appointment, yet, when it has 
been actually done by the tenant for life, it is not necessarily invalid,. 
There is nothing apart from his position as solicitor to the Countess which 
renders the person Speen unfit to fulfil the duties of the office, and. 
no beneficiary has anything the , but the matter. 
ne Sat SS So ee oe nder on anne 
cannot say that the appointmen t) than a valid one. 5 
is coe | that Mr. 


right to an indemnity. It is of the test importance 

right of indemnity be preserved, and I desire to wy bys no right of Mr. 
Payne’s as legal personal entative ought to be prejudiced, and for 
this I reserve to him liberty to apply.—Cornse, Buckley, Q.C., 
s, Q.C., and Fossett Lock; Grosvenor Woods, 
Q.C., and Blakesley ; enry Fellows; Borthwick; W. A. Peck; 
Monninjton. Soxrcrrons, Bower, Cotton, $ Bower ; Smith, Fawdon, $ Iow, 
for Sir Thomas Wright, Leicester; Iliffe, Henley, §¢ Sweet, for Laycock, 
Dyson, $ Laycock, Huddersfield ; A. EB. Grifiths ; Gamlen § Burdett. 


{Reported by Anruur Morros, Barrister-at-Law. ) 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
WOODSIDE & CO v. THE GLOBE MARINE INSURANCE CO. AND 
OTHERS.—4th and 9th December. 

Marrve Insurance —Poricy—Exprenses or Reparrs—Parricvutarn AvVBRAGB 
Loss—Constructive Toran Loss sy Srraanprne—Svunszqvent Toran 
Loss ny Fire. 


Commercial case. The plaintiffs, Mesers. W. J. Woodside & Oo., af. 
Belford, were the owners of an iron steamship, The Bawnmere, and the 
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eoast of Holland, and as all efforts to get her off failed she became a 
constructive total loss. Thirty-six hours later a fire broke out which 
continued to burn for fourteen days until the vessel was completely 
destroyed. The question for the court was whether the plain were 
entitled to recover under this policy as to fire. Counsel on behalf of the 
‘plaintiffs contended that the two policies were separate and independent 
contracts made by different people, and it was not competent for the 
‘defendants to evade their liability by alleging that by reason of the 
‘happening of come other perils they were not responsible. The fact that 
‘to repair the vessel would cost more than she was worth when repaired, 
did not prevent the ship from being existence gud ship after she had gone 
on to the beach. The fact that the value of the vessel was diminished by 
her having stranded was no bar to their claim that the damage done by 
the subsequent fire should be made good under the policy. He cited 
Barker v. Janson (3 C. P. 303); Lidgett v. Secreton (6 C. P. 616) ; Tonides v. 
The Universal Marine Insurance Co., 14 C. B., N.S. 259. The wreck was 
sold for £34 to a salvage company. For the defendants it was contended 
that there had been no total loss by fire, the ‘‘ship’’ insured having 
previous to the fire ceased to exist, and further, if they were liable at all it 
‘was only for a particular average loss. The constructive total loss under 
the other policies put an end to the risk under their fire policy altogether, 
for a ‘‘thing”’ once totally lost could not again become a total loss. He 
cited Livie v. Janson (12 East, 648). The Bawnmore was undoubtedly a 
“‘ ship ’’ after she stranded, but became a constructive total loss before the 
fire ke out. He submitted, therefore, that the plaintiffs could not 
recover under the fire policy issued by the defendants. Cur. adv. vult. 
Maruews, J., in the course of his considered judgment, said :—The 
defendants contended that the ship, being at the time of the fire a 
constructive total loss, a subsequent loss by fire was a legal impossibility. 
Moreover, that it was inequitable that the plaintiffs should be permitted 
to recover twice for what was one loss. He was of opinion that that 
contention in the present case was bad, and his judgment must be in 
favour of the plaintiffs. The loss. by stranding would only become total 
if the assured gave timely notice of abandonment. If no such notice were 
given the loss would be a particular average loss only, and it would seem 
clear that partial loss, however serious, would not lessen the right of the 
assured to recover for subsequent total loss on the basis of valuation. 
There would be judgment, therefore, for the plaintiffs with costs.— 
Counset, Bigham, Q.C., and D. C. Leck ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and J. A. 
Hamilton. Sozictrors, Lawless & Co; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb & Whatton. 


[Reported by Ensxrxe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


SOUTTER +. RODERICK—11th and 12th November and 7th December. 


ParuiuamEent—Borovcu VoTes—REGIsTRATION OF VOTERS—DESCRIPTION OF 

QvauiricaTion—PowerR TO AMEND—PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNICIPAL 

asTRaTION Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 26), s. 28 (13)—RecisTRaTIon 
Onper, 1889, Scueputz 2, Part I., s. 19 (B). 


This was an appeal by the Liberal agent, Mr. Soutter, from a decision 
of the revising barrister for Southwark who had allowed the vote of a 
claimant named Le Blonde and seventeen other votes, under the following 
circumstances. The claim was placed on the occupiers’ list, and it gave 
the claimant’s name in the first column, his place of abode in the second 
column as 3, Hamilton-square. In the third column (nature of qualifica- 
tion) appeared the words ‘‘ dwelling-house,’’ and in the fourth column 
(description of qualifying property) were the words ‘‘ 69, Richmond-road, 

. , Hamilton-square.”” It was proved that the 
claimant had occupied the two dwelling-houses in immediate succession, 
but it was objected that the claim was invalid because the word 
** successive ’’ in the third column had been omitted; the description in 
that column it was contended should read ‘‘ dwelling-houses (successive).’’ 
A further objection was taken that the barrister had no power to amend 
the claim in the way he did, as he in effect thereby altered the nature of 
the qualification in the present case, since ‘‘ dwelling-house’’ had been 
held to be a different qualification to ‘‘houses in succession’’; the 
distinction being as well defined as freehold from leasekold. Counsel also 
contended that the authorities shewed that there were two kinds of insuffi- 
cient description, one of which could be amended, and the other could not 
be by a revising barrister; but in a case of misdescription, which he 
submits this was, the revising barrister had no power to amend. At the 
conclusion of the arguments the court reserved judgment. 

Lord Russzi1, C.J., said the first question was whether the claim as it 
originally stood was sufficiently described. The respondent relied upon 
the case of Hitchins v. Brown (2 C. B. 25) as establishing the sufficiency of 
the claim. Since that case was decided in 1847 the Regulation Order, 
1889, had been issued, and, having regard to the instructions it contained, 
he thought the qualification as it stood was not sufficient description. 
The real point in the case was whether the barrister had power to amend 
the statement of the qualification as he did. No doubt if the result of 
that amendment was such as to create a new qualification, then on the 
authority of Bartlett v. Gibbs (5 M. & G. 81) and Foskett v. Kaufmann (30 
Sox. Jour. 21, 34 W. R. 90, 16 Q. B. D. 279) the revising barrister clearly 

no power to make such an amendment. What, therefore, was a fair 
construction to place upon the amendment? It seemed to him that the 
[ must be taken to be for successive occupation. It was con- 
that the claim might be regarded as being for the occupation of 
other of the two houses; but even if that were so, which he did not 
the description of one or other of the houses was surplusage, and 
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any claim or notice of objection. For these reasons the appeal must ly 
dismissed, with costs. 

GrantHam, J.’s, judgment was read by Lord Russrx1, C.J., from which 
it appeared that the learned judge considered that the revising barristg 
was right in amending the claim as he did. The nature of the claim wa 
for ‘‘occupation’’ as distinguished from ‘‘ownership’’ or any othe 
qualification, and wes still more definitely described as occupation of g 
dwelling-house, and consequently the claim was properly described, 
Prior to the decision in Plant v. Potts (1891, 1 Q. B. 261) no one had sug. 
gested that the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Hitchins v. Brow, 
(2 C. B. 25) was incorrect, and as that case was not mentioned by the 
Court of Appeal and the facts there were almost identical with this cag 
and not with Plant v. Potts, he declined to consider that case as overruled, 
On authority, therefore, of the previous decisions, as well as on what he 
believed to be a proper construction of the Act, his judgment must be in 
favour of the respondents. 

Vaueuan Wixurams, J., said he concurred in the result of the judgments 
that had been given, but he did not wholly agree with the reasons which 
it appeared had induced his learned brother to arrive at those conclusions, 
He was not prepared to differ as to the construction to be placed on this 
particular claim as it was not a matter of principle. He wished to say, 
however, that where the description of the claim was equally applicable to 
one of two qualifications, the revising barrister had power and ought to 
exercise that power to amend, and therefore to remove any ambiguity, 
Appeal dismissed with costs, leave to appeal nted.—CounseEL, Costello; 
Heber Jones. Soxtctrors, Chalton Habbard ; Franks § Timbreli. 


[Reported by Easxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re J. H. JONES—C.A., No. 2, 5th December. 


Soriciron—Work DONE IN CovurT or Quarter Srsstions—AGREEMENT 
with CLIENT as TO Costs—JvrispicTion or High Covrr to Set Asipr— 
AtrTorneys AND Soricrrors Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 28), 8. 4, 
8, 15. 


Appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 44 W. R. 10). A client 
took out a summons against his solicitor, J. H. Jones, asking for the 
delivery and taxation of a bill of costs under the following circumstances, 
The client was in October, 1893, committed for trial to the Cardiff Quar- 
ter Sessions on a criminal charge. The solicitor was retained by him to 
defend him. The client thereupon paid the solicitor £25 on account of 
costs, and two days later signed a document agreeing to pay a further 
lump sum of £75 in satisfaction of all the costs, the solicitor threatening 
that unless such agreement were signed he would withdraw from the 
defence of the client. The client was tried at sessions and acquitted ; he 
subsequently paid the £75, and took out the summons as above. At the 
hearing of the summons a preliminary objection was taken that the docu- 
ment, not being signed by the solicitor, was not an agreement within the 
Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870; that it related to business done, and 
could not be set aside. A further objection was taken that, even if the 
agreement came within the provisions of the Act, the High Court had no 
jurisdiction under section 8 of the Act to set aside the agreement, the 
proper tribunal to deal with the matter being either the magistrates’ 
court or the Court of Quarter Sessions. Stirling, J., overruled the objec- 
tions, and restored the summons to the paper. The solicitor appealed. 
Section 4 of the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870, is as follows :—‘‘ An 
attorney or solicitor may make an agreement in writing with his client 
respecting the amount and manner of payment for the whole or any part 
of any past or future service, fees, charges, or disbursements in respect of 
business done or to be done by such attorney or solicitor, whether as an 
attorney or solicitor or as an advocate or conveyancer, either by a gross 
sum or by commission or percentage, or by a salary or otherwise, and 
either at the same or at a greater or at a less rate as or than the rate at 
which he would otherwise be entitled to be remunerated, subject to the 
provisions and conditions in this part of this Act contained.’’ Section 8: 
** No action or suit shall be brought or instituted upon any such agree 
ment; but every question respecting the validity or effect of any such 
agreement may be examined and determined, and the agreement may 
be enforced or set aside, without suit or action, on metion or petition 
of any person, or the representative of any person, a party to such 
agreement, or being or alleged to be liable to pay, or being or claiming 
to be entitled to be paid, the costs, fees, charges, or disbursements in 
respect of which the agreement is made by the court in which the busi- 
ness, or any part thereof, was done, or a judge thereof, or, if the business 
was not done in any court, then where the amount payable under the agree- 
ment exceeds £50, by any superior court of law or equity or a judge 
thereof, and where such amount does not exceed £50, by the judge of a 
county court, which would have jurisdiction in an action upon the agree- 
ment.” Section 15: ‘‘ Except as in this part of this Act provided, the bill 
of an attorney or solicitor for the amount due under an agreement made 
in pursuance of the provisions of this Act shall not be subject to any tax- 
ation, nor to the provisions of the Act of the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, and the 
Acts amending the same respecting the signing and delivery of the bill 
of an attorney or solicitor.’’ 

a Court (Linpizy, A. L. Smrrn, and Ricny, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
a ° 
. inDLEY, L.J., said that one objection taken was that the application 





revising barrister would have power to amend by striking out one or 

of descriptions. In his opinion a revising hecstohee ought freely 
exercise the very ample powers of amendment given to him by section | 
of the Registration Act, 1878, to correct bond fide mistakes made in / 
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was made to the wrong court, the contention being that the right court to 
entertain the application was either the trates’ court or the court of 
quarter eessions, but certainly not the High Court. The case turned on 
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the Solicitors’ Act, 1870. His lordship read and commented on the 
material sections, and said that section 8 was utterly inapplicable to the 
court of quarter sessions or the magistrates’ court. Its application was to 
acourt of law or equity. Neither section 10 nor section 15 threw any 
doubt on it. It would be an entire revolution to give those courts 
jurisdiction in such a case, and to transfer it from the High Court. There 


* was not the slightest trace of any such desire on the part of the Legisla- 


ture, and the vase was governed by section 8. The appeal must be dis- 


A. L. Surru, L.J., was of the same opinion, and said that the opening 
words of section 8, ‘*‘ No action or suit’’ designated ings in a 
superior court or a county court, and the words ‘‘if the business was not 
done in any court, then . . by any superior court of law equity”’ 
pointed in the same direction. The section could not be read in any such 
way as that contended for, and sections 10 and 15 did not add to or 
detract from it in any way. The order for taxation of the bill must be 


Ricsy, L.J., said that magistrates or justices were not talked of as 
judges, and the functions to be performed in this case were essential to a 
character which was never imposed upon magistrates or justices. The 
section must mean business done in any court having judges, and having 
that kind of jurisdiction reasonably imposed upon them. Appeal dis- 
missed.—CovunsEL, Dunham ; Ashton Cross. Soxtcrrors, Vallance ¢ Val- 
lance ; Riddell, Vaisey, § Smith, for J. H. Jones, i 

{Reported by W. Suaticross Goppanrp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GODFREY v. G.—4th December. 


Action—OrpDER oF THE CovurtT—SoLicrror—ATTACHMENT—DISscIPLINARY 
JURISDICTION OF THE CourT—OrpER IN A CriminaL Matrer—Orp. 42, 
rR. 24. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Wright, J. The action was to 
recover £317 money and interest payable under an order of the court. The 
defendant was a solicitor. In 1884 he owed various sums of money amount- 
ing in all to £534 1s. 8d. to Mr. Stuckey Wood, who wasa client of the de- 
fendant. In November, 1884, Mr. Wood assigned the debt to the plaintiff, 
who had acted for Mr. Wood as his solicitor to obtain payment of the money. 
On 24th of January, 1885, £100 of this debt was paid, but in February, 
the plaintiff, being unable to obtain any further payment, took proceedings 
against the defendant to have his name struck off the rolls, and on the 17th 
of February, 1885, an order was made by which £200 was to be immediately 

id by the defendant to the plaintiff, and £131 13s. 10d. was to be paid 

to court, it being referred to the master to ascertain the exact amount of 
the defendant’s indebtedness to the plaintiff. This order was complied 
with. On the 3rd of August, 1885, a further order was made by which it 
was ordered that the £131 13s. 10d. should be paid out of court to the 
plaintiff, and that the balance of £102 7s. 10d. should be secured by bills 
drawn by the defendant on his wife, and that the costs of the proceedings 
should be taxed as between solicitor and client and be paid to the plaintiff. 
The taxed costs amounted to £142 2s. 6d. and formed part of the claim in 
the action. No bills were given and, with the exception of £29, no money 
was paid under the order of the 3rd of August. In 1886 the plaintiff 
took out an execution on the order, the return to which was nuila bona. 
Tn 1895 the plaintiff moved the Divisional Court for a writ of attachment 
against the defendant for disobedience to the order of the 3rd of 
August, 1885. But the court declined to issue the writ. The plaintiff then 
brought an action to enforce the order. Wright, J., before whom the 
action was tried, gave judgment for the plaintiff in respect of the costs 
payable under the order, but for the defendant in respect of the 
£102 7s. 10d. That debt, he said, was merged in the order of the 3rd of 
August, 1885, which only provided for bills being given. Against this 
judgment the defendant appealed as to that part of it which dealt with 
the costs, and the plaintiff entered a cross appeal as to that which dealt 
with the £102 7s. 10d. On behalf of the defendant it was contended that 
the order, being of a criminal nature, was not such an order as could be 
proceeded on as a judgment under the provision of ord. 42, r. 24, which 
provides that ‘‘ every order of the court or a judge in any cause or matter 
may be enforced against all persons bound thereby in the same manner 
as a judgment to the same effect’: Philpot v. Lehain (35 L. T. 85), Norton 
vy. Gregory (73 L. T. 10), Dent v. Basham (23 L. T. 161), Hookpayton v. 
Russell (23 L. T. 267), Re Dudley (12 Q. B. D. 44), Re Freston (11 Q. B. D. 
545), Re Hardwick (12 Q. B. D. 148). At any rate, the plaintiff, having 
elected to proceed by attachment, could not 8 bi an action. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the defendant’s ap and allowed the appeal of the plaintiff. 

Esugr, M.R., said that the order of the 3rd of August, 1885, so far 
as the costs were concerned, was an order of the court for the epreny of 
the amount of the costs. It was said that the order could not be sued on 
as a judgment under the provisions of ord. 42, r. 24, because it was an 
order in a criminal matter: Re Hurdwick was an express authority that 
an order to strike a solicitor off the rolls was uot an order in a criminal 
matter, for if it were the Court of Appeal could not entertain an appeal 
from it. The order was, therefore, an order in a civil matter, and was an 
order for the payment of money. So it came within the words of ord. 42, 
r. 24, and might be enforced as a judgment. But it was said that since 
the order was one made in consequence of professional misconduct the 
defendant might be attached under the eral jurisdiction of the court 
over its officers. So he might; but could it also be said that an action 
Would not be against him as well. There were several cases to shew tha 
an action would lie. Then it was said that, assuming that to be true, 
plaintiff must elect which of the remedies he would adopt. 

d for sa: that the plaintiff must elect before he had done any- 
g effectual, that is to say, suppose he had given notice of a motion for 
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an attachment and was at the same time 
that time be put to his election. There was no authority for that. But, 
if he had moved for an attachment and a writ had issued, and the defen- 
dant bad béen taken under that writ and 
in his lordship’s opinion, he could not have maintained his action ; 
legal claim would have been satisfied. But, if the attachment had 
and the defendant had escaped, the claim of the 

been enforced, and so his right of action would remain. It was the 
constant practice that where a plaintiff had two remedies in respect of the 
same claim he could proceed until his claim was satisfied by one 
of his remedies, Therefore, judgment ought to be for the 
regard to the costs, and the defendant’s appeal 
regard to the £102 claimed, his lordship did not agree with Wright, J., 
that that debt was merged in the order, and allowed the plaintiff's ap- 


Lorgs, L.J., said that the motion for an attachment having failed, the 
plaintiff was at liberty to bring his action. If the motion had not failed 
then in all probability the remedy by action would 
the analogy of a ca. sa. ; for if a writ of ca. sa. had issued and the debtor 
taken, that would have been a satisfaction of the debt ; but if the debtor 
had escaped, then the ca. sa. would not have precluded ,the creditor from 
his ordinary remedy. 

Kay, L.J., said that he did not like to speak of the Fe 9 spew of the 
court to attach its officers for disobedience as a remedy for the recovery of 
money. It was, rather, the mode in which the court dealt with its 
in order to prevent the recurrence of such misconduct. No doubt the 
effect of such an order was to make the officer pay the money ; but the 
order should not be treated as though the payment of the money were its 
real object. It was not only the person to whom money was due who 
could put into action that disciplinary jurisdiction of the court. Anyone 
might doit. The order for an attachment was not, therefore, a remedy 
to recover the money. Nor did an application for an order deprive the 
plaintiff of his remedy by action. It was not necessary to decide whether 
the plaintiff's civil remedy would have been ousted if he had succeeded in 
obtaining an attachment, and his lordship reserved his opinion on 
point. With regard to the £102 claimed by the plaintiff the debt was 
merged. The order so far as it affected that debt was merely an 
give security.—CounseL, Crump, Q.C., and Lewis Thomas ; Marshall,Q.C , 
and Pollard. Soxicrrors, Foss § Ledsam ; Marshall § Marshall. 

(Reported by C. G. Witpeanam, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 





-lane, London, 

the 11th inst., Mr. Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair, the 
directors present being Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Holland Burne 
(Bath), H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, T. Musgrave Francis 
(Cambridge), Samuel Harris (Leicester), J. H. Kays, Sidney Smith, 
Richard W. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £200 was 
distributed in grants of relief, five new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


The Lord Chancellor has signified his acceptance of the office of presi- 
dent of this society, vacated by the death of the Earl of Selborne ; 
Sir Richard Webster, Q.C., M.P., and Sir Robert Bannatyne Finlay, 
Q.C., M.P., the Law Officers of the Crown, have consented to have their 
names enrolled among the list of vice-presidents. 

On the 9th of December, Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair, Mr. Sinclair 
Cox moved: ‘‘ That the heredi principle in the constitution of the 
House of Lords should be ined.”” Mr. G. H. Goodfellow, the hon. 


sec., opposed. 
On Teodor. the 16th of December, Dr. T. i 
- Suggestions of the Lord Chief Justice with regard to Legal 


Hancation.” 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpenr’ Desarrxc Socrery.—Dec. 10.—Chairman, Mr. A. W. 
Watson. The subject for debate was: “‘That there 
system of comp retirement to all judicial officers.”” 
B. C. Mitter opened in the affirmative. 
negative. The following members also spoke :—Messrs. G. H. 
W. E. Singleton, A. W. Marks, K. E. T. Wilkinson, A. C. F 
F. G. Jones, Neville Tebbut, Alexander. & 
motion was lost by three votes. The subject for debate at the next 
meeting of the on Tuesday, the 17th of December, is: ‘ 
case of Re Mills’ Trusts (1895, 2 Ch. 564) was wrongly decided.” 
J 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Friday, the 6th day of December, 1895. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 


_ Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice String (1895—G.—No. 1,004). 
_ Graham (Plaintiff) v. Bywater, Tanqueray and Phayre, Limited 
_ (Defendants). 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1895—C.—No. 1,523.) 

Between Henry Norris Cox (on behalf of himself and all other the 
holders of a series of first debentures charged on the property of the 
Defendant company), (Plaintiff), and The Simplex Dairy Limited 

~ (Defendant). Hatssury, C. 





Monday, the 2nd day of December, 1895. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
- Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Strrtine (1895—D.—No. 1,634). 

Between The Dorman’s Park Hotel Syndicate Limited, the Honourable 
Montague Charles Francis Bertie (commonly called Lord Norreys), and 
Jobn Barrett Lennard (Plaintiffs), and The Land Corporation of Surrey, 
Limited, Fanny Burr (a married woman sued in respect of her separate 
estate), William Charles May, and The British Empire Mutual Life 
Assurance Company (Defendants). Hatssury, C. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Ricuarp Bartram, solicitor, died on Saturday at his residence, 
Fernlea, Kelross-road, Highbury. He was admitted in 1865, and was a 
member of the firm of Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, of St. Stephen’s- 
chambers, Telegraph-street, Moorgate-street. Mr. Bartram took an active 
part in politics in Islington, and held a number of parochial offices. He 
was elected a member of the School Board for Finsbury in 1894. 


His Honour Judge Hoorrr, judge of the Yeovil and Salisbury County 
Court Circuit (No. 55), died recently at his residence, Thorne House, 
Thorne, near Yeovil. He was the eldest son of the late Rev. James 
Hooper, of East Lydford, Somerset, and was educated at Oxford, and 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 1852. He was appointed a 
judge of county courts in 1883. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Cuermett Ozanne, has been appointed her Majesty’s 
Procureur in the Royal Court of the Island of Guernsey, in the room of 
Mr. Thomas Godfrey Carey, appointed Bailiff of the said island. 

Mr. Anravr Wit11Am Bett has been appointed her Majesty’s Comp- 


‘troller - the said Royal Court, in the room of Mr. Edward Chepmell 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Dissoivtrions. 


Pzrcy Bono and Jonny Epwarp Simonps, solicitors, Bish te-street 
Within, London. Dec. 4. er 


Hanny Cuantes Guy and Francis Gruman (Guy & Gilman), solicitors 
Southampton Nov. 1. [Gazette Dec. 10.’ 


James Ernest Mzap and Frepgricx OrpHaM Cursner (Mead & Chinn 
solicitors, Birmingham and Wolverhampton. Nov. 30. ms 
[Gazette Dec. 10. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Marruew Brecu, deceased.—Will any solicitor or person who has 
or been an attesting witness toa will or other testamen docu- 

ment of the above-doceased, a commercial traveller in the tea " 
died on the 5th of November, 1895, at his residence Lebberston-hall, 
» Yorkshire, but who formerly resided at Albert-house, Mapperley- 
Nottingham and Beeston, both in Nottinghamshire, or any person 

tow he mentioned the existence of a will, immediately communicate 
with Mr Arthur J. Isard, solicitor, 14, Queen-street, Cheapside, London. 





GENERAL. 
In one of the cases during the assizes at Stafford, says the Zi 
reporter, counsel desired to elicit from a officer the’ statement made 
bys when cautioned and in the cells detention on 


charge, and Mr. Justice Cave ruled that it was not admissible as 








———— 
evidence. He said that by a recent decision of the court for Crown Caty 
Reserved, & statement made by a prisoner under such circumstances Way 
held not to be evidence against him, as it was not made voluntarily. Ny 
one, whether a police officer or not, had any business to obtain admissions 
from a prisoner by charging him after he was in custody. 


It is announced that the following gentlemen constitute the committe 
appointed by the General Council of the Bar to draw up the details of the 
constitution of that organization, viz. :—Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., MP, 
Mr. C ell, Q.C., Mr. Marten, Q.C., Mr. Warmington, Q.C., Mp, 
Crump, Q.C., and Messrs. R. V. Norton and Lindley. 


At the Croydon County Court on Tuesday, says the St. James’s @ 
a solicitor informed Mr. Registrar Fox that his client had to come from 
distance and had not yet arrived. The registrar said that was no excuse, 
Let people who had to appear at court rise early enough in the morning, 
and if they could not get there by train let them come on ‘“ shanks” @ 
take a cab. He had not found it any trouble to get out of bed at 
o’clock during the last thirty years. He did not believe in the complaint 


of the sl d, ‘‘ Yon have waked me too soon, I must slumber again,” 
When he life he had to begin work, summer and winter, at six 


o’elock, and di the whole of his time he had not been five minute 
late, to his knowl 


Mr. Richard Toller, the venerable clerk of the peace for Leicester, was 
on Saturday the recipient of an interesting present on the occasion of his 
ninetieth birthday from the articled clerks and old professional friends of 
Mr. Toller. The gift took the form of a handsome dining-room clock, 
On Saturday Mr. Toller was waited upon at his residence by a deputation 
which consisted of Mr. George Stevenson, J.P., his first articled pupil, 
Mr. H. A. Owston, the second, Mr. Partridge, the third, and Mr. Thos. 
Ingram and Mr. Macaulay. Mr. George Stevenson, in performing the 
ceremony of presenting the clock and addressing Mr. Toller, said: ‘* We 
are here to represent some of your old professional friends, who have had 
the good fortune to know you so long and so well that they felt that it 
would be a high gratification to them if on the ninetieth anniversary of 
your birthday you would accept some token of the high esteem in which 
you have been held by us all. As to those of us who are old pupils, ! 
may say that the influence of your personal character was at the first and 
throughout our career an inspiration and a standard of conduct. As to 
all of us, whether pupils or a much wider circle of friends, we have been 
happy in the enjoyment of your uniform kindness and genial friendship 
in the intercourse of professional life. We heartily congratulate you on 
the return of your birthday, and fervently trust that you may be still 
spared to usin the enjoyment of health and all those special ae 
that accompany old age ; and that your family, whom you have lived 
see attain distinction and esteem in our midst, may not only worthily 
inherit, but transmit to a distant future, the good name of their honoured 
father.— Mr. Richard Toller, who appeared deeply touched by the mark of 
admiration and respect, made a happy reply, in the course of which le 
alluded to the fact that he was the oldest clerk of the peace in England, 
having been appointed to the office in Leicester in May, 1836. 





The Directors of the South Metro 
£20,000 Five per Cent. Perpetual Debenture Stock, in accordance with 
the provisions of ‘‘The South Metropolitan Gas Act, 1882.’’ Tender 
must be sent in before the Ist of January, 1896. The stock will be 
allotted to the highest bidders at or over £172} per £100 stock. 


Sate or Reversions anp Lirz Po.icres.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crati- 
field’s 562nd monthly periodical sale of these interests, held at the 
London Auction Mart on Thursday, the 5th inst., was, as usual, very 
successful, all the twenty-one lots offered being sold at sum: amounting 
to the aggregate to £25,440. Allthe life policies went well, in some cases 
over 60 per cent. beyond the office surrender value being obtained. Shares 
of £10 each (£7 paid) in the Graphic and Daily Graphic realized £55 per 
share. 


litan Gas Co. invite Tenders for 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE.. 


Rora or Reaisrrans rw ATTE¥DANCE ON 


Date Apprzat CouatT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, No. 2. Curry. Norra 
Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson ~ 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pagh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STigiins. Kegewicn. Romer. 
Monday, Dec. .......sssse0000+ 16 Mr. Mr. Role Mr. Ward 
Tuesda: Lavie Farmer Pemberten 
i Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 








hot mon TO INTENDING HovsE Qo AND ne pur- 
chas: or ren a house, have Sanitary Arrangements thoroug’ 

Examined by an from The Sanitary Go. (Gutter Bise} 
65, Victoria-etreet, house, 2 guineas; 





. Fee for a 
country by arrangement. (E-tablished 1875.)—[Apvr-. | 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 6. ' 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrtep 1n CHanorry. 

Bessie Mixtno Co., Limrrep.—Creditors are required on or before Jan. 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to George Christie, 31, 

Lombard st. Foss & Ledsam, Abchurch In, solors to liquidator 

(nowy Grawarres ann Stores, Limrrzp.—By an order made by Mr. Registrar Hope, 
dated Aug. 30, Charles Denny, 57, Belvedere rd, Lambeth, Charles William Cross, 60, 
New Corn Exchange, and Frederick Carter, 50, Nine Elms In, have been appointed joint 
liquidators. Girling, 36, Furnival st, Holborn, solor for liquidators 

Dossy & Sox, Limrtrp.—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., dated Nov. 20, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of Dombey & Son, Limited, be continued. 
Iearoyd James & Mellor, Coleman st, solors for ptners 

Dousey & Sox, Luarrep.—Creditors are required on or before Dec. 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to Thomas Frederick Arm-~- 
strong, 89, Gresham st. Learoyd James & Mellor, Coleman st, solors to liquidator 

Noersenx Excrveens’ Surry Co, Lnutren—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, 
to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts, to Mr. William 
Henry Barlow, 41, Whitelow rd, Chorlton-cum-Hardy, Lancs. Addleshaw & Co, 
Manchester, solors for liquidator 

Sea Sreaxsnip Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims,.to Burton William Eills, 
12, Hanover st, Liverpool. Batesons & Co, Liverpool, solors to liquidator 

Siassa Lope Expioration, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 4, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred W. 
Sally, 19 and 21, Queen Victoria st 

Tanvrcutey Bros., Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur James Sellars, 

Copthall House, Copthall avenue, and Arthur Bourner, Albion st, Hanley, Staffs 


Usuimitep 1x CHANCERY. 
Iserrrore or CuarTerep Accounrants or Tae Iste or Man—Petn for winding up, 
ted Dec 3, directed to be heard at the Royal Courts on Dec 18. Williams, 21, 
Breat St Helen’s, E.C., solor. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 17 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuwirep 1x CHANCERY. 


Avérts Gotp Mivts, Lutrrep—Creditors residing in the United Kingdom are 
on or before Feb 1, and creditors a elsewhere are required, on or before 
tosend their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 


4 
ry. 4, 
Mr 


Lydstone Joseph Langmead, 23, College hill. Monday, Feb 10, at 12, is appointed for 
ing and adjudicating upon the debts or claims of those creditors oan ing in the 
Ui Kingdom, and Thursday, May 14, at 12, for hearing and adjudicating upon the 


debts or claims of those creditors residing elsewhere. Davidson & Morriss, Queen 
Victoria st, solors for the liquidators 

Avstrx, Hosarr, & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 4, presented Dec 5, 
directed to be hi on Dec 18. Richard White, 7, New-inn, Strand, agent for David 
Randell, Llanelly, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 17 

Mersey Russer Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 7, directed to be heard 
on Dec 18. Pritchard, Englefield, & Co, Painters’ 1, Little Trinity lane, agents for 
Sampson & Price, Manchester, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 17 

Sovrm Hampsteap Toitet Cius, Limirep—Creditors are ey = vay on or before Dec 18, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of any debts or claims to Sidney F. 
Isitt, 6, Old Jewry 

Wap & Downzy, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, Sy op Dec 7, directed to be heard 
on Dec 18. Shaen & Co, 8, Bedford row, solor for the petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 17 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Durxvorp AND Wooprorp New Farieypty Benerir Society, Schoclroom, Woodford, 
Salisbury, Wilts. Nov 30 


Brcosp Ruruanp Loay Socizty, Limirep, Rutland Hotel, Ilkeston, Derby. Nov 30 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cua. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov 20. 


Bkitiey, Joseru, Barking, Essex, Manager Dec 28 Skinley v Skinley, Stirling, J 
rs, Chancery lane 
Towz.1, Joun Wi1114M, Southfields, Wimbledon, Gold Lace Manufacturer Jan 28 Rye 
v Towell, Kekewich, J Powell, Old Burlington st 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 29. 


Ctark, Tuomas, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker Jan 1 Quincy v Clark, North, J 
Barber, Fen ct 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 3. 
Mort, Wituram arg epee, Norfolk, Farmer Dec 31 Hazard v More, 
Rosear, Zor Euie Apevorn, Gragen's teensiens St Martin’slane, Actress Dec. 3 Robert 
Hoppe, Chitty, J. Fulford, Theobald’s rd, Gray’sinn . 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 6. 


Steruens, Henry, Roscoe st, Bunhill row, Fancy Box Maker Jan 7 Steph 
. Kekewich, J. Batchelor, Walbrook - em ¥ 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 6. 
Surrienicx, Tuowas, Blackburn, Engineer Jan %5 Cooper, Blackburn 
Buiscor, Tuomas, Holyhead, Anglesea Jan 15 Dunkerton & Sons, Bedford row 
— Wiiuiame, Burton rd, Brixton Jan 81 Shirley Parker, Bishopsgate st 





Corrine, Jouy, Bearsted, Kent Dec16 Stenning, Maidstone 

Cox, Joax Epwarp, Havant, Southampton, Esq Williams & James, Norfolk street, 

Damyon, Many Ayn, Toorak, Victoria Jan15 Sladen & Co, Delahay st, Westminster 

Drvummonp, James Rosert, Admiral, the Hon, Sir, GCB, Royal Court Palace, Westmia~ 
ster Dec 31 & Co. ‘8 Charing 


Eyre, Harnizt Jane, Mount Ephraim, Wells Feb 1 Stevens, Queen Vic- 

ae, Epwasp, Hull, Butcher Jan10 T & A Priestman, Hull 

Franxuin, Ayxz Doveras, Cheltenham Jan9 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 

Frazer, Groreiana Ciara, Brighton Jan15 Cotton, Gresham st 

Gamee, Mary Anw Exvizapera, Wells, Somerset Jan 5. Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 

Gaitts, Rosert, Devonport, Shoeing Smith Jan15 Heath, Devonport 

Grixsteep, Louisa, Montpelier, Bristol Dec 23 Smith, Wedmore 

Grueser, Catuenixa, Clifton, Glos Dec31 Wordsworth & Co, Threadneedle st, E C 

Hawes, Witt14m Herseart, High st, Wimbledon, Auctioneer Jan 15 Sole & Co, Alder- 

mes, + em le Soken, Essex, Farmer Jané6 Iliffe & Co, Bedford row 

Horysy, Marearet, Liverpool Jan 1 Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 

Horssy, Witt1am Rosrnson, Fairfield, Liverpool, Gent Jani Dixon & Syers, Liver- 

Jackson, Grorce Fixcu, Walton, Liverpool, Cheese Merchant Jan4 Forshaw & Haw- 
kins, Liverpool 

7, bg bday Aveust, Bradford, York, Stuff Merchant Jan3 Stamford &- 

jane ati AnNABELLA Baroness, Harborough, Leicester Jan 16: 

Lowe, Cuartes Bruce, Bury st, St James, Esq Jan 15 St Barbe Sladen & Co,. 

kvengs daar aae Minster, Dotset Jan 18 Andrews &Co, Weymouth 

Marty, Witt1am Wakeuam, Tiverton, Devon, Hotel Proprietor Dec 31 Carpenter & 

wisncseny tev South Shields, Butehtr Jan 31 Scott, jun, South Shields 

Mez.tor, Tuomas Vernon, Rev, Idridgehay, Derby Dec16 Taylor & Co, Derby 

Newsery, James Cosmo, East St Kilda, Victoria, Gent Jan 15 St Barbe Sladen & Coy 

wownnerien’ Tortharmpten Jan6 Becke & Green, Northampton 

Owen, Daw1z1, Mold, Flint, Tailor Jan1 Simon, Mold 

— Conyetivs, Manchester, Firelight Manufacturer Jan 25 Bideal, 

SuapwELt, nl Avaustvs Freverick, Romsey, Hants Jan8 Wade, Old Jewry, EC 

Sums, Witt1am Dittwyrs, Ipswich, Esq Jan15 Notcutt & Son, Ipswich 

Surrx, Mary, Eynesbury, Huntingdon Jan10 Peppercorn, Oxford 

omer AMES, Pleshey, Essex, Cattle Dealer Jan6é Dunn & Hilliard, Guildhall 

Sreary, - Ipswich, Plumber Jan4 Kersey, Ipswich 

cum ~* Rev Heynry Carz AncuDae, Royston, Cambridge Jan3 Baker & Co, Lincoln’s 

Taytor, ol Staveley, Derby, Grocer Febi1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

Taytor, Witx14m, Deal, Gent Jan 7 Brown & Brown, Deal 

WuitrsreaD, Taomas Wit.iam, Higham, Kent, Farmer Dec 31 Smyth, Strood 

Wi.taus, Jous Powett, Noyadd, nr Rhayader, Radnor, Hotel Keeper Dec 31 Shepard, 


London Gazetie.—Tugspar, Dec 10. 
Atcock, Wi1114M, Finsbury pavement, Solicitor Jan10 Wells & Son, Paternoster row 
Buss, Henry Gustavus, Canonbury Jan 28 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 
Bronrsnoy, Jouy, Pitlochro, Putney Hill Feb14 Burton & Co, Surrey st 
Care, James Durnrorp, Sunnybank, Abergavenny, Esq Dec 31 Cooke-Yarborough,- 
Capps, James, Bayewater, Wine Merchant Feb1 Pilley, Bedford row 
Cuarance, Exiza, Hewish, Glos Jan 31 Simpson & Cullingford, Gracechurch st 
Ctiarxg, Ricuarp, Liverpool, Corn Merchant Dec2i Barrell & Co, Liverpool 
Cracknett, Henry, Hacheston, Suffolk Jan 17 Welton, Woodbridge 
Forster, Harriet, Queen’s rd, St John’s Wood Jan 17 Leslie & Co, Basinghall st 
Get, Samvrt Hickuixe, Nottingham, Pawnbroker Jan 18 Wells & Hind, Nottingham: 
Hamuix, Many Nosworrny, South Brent, Devon Feb1 Windeatt & Windeatt, Totnes 
Hamuyrn, Tuomas, South Brent, Devon, Gent Feb1 Windeatt & Windeatt, Totnes 
Haws«e, Joun, Plymouth, Photographer Feb 1 Rooker, Plymouth 
Hotmes, Grorce, Huddersfield, Druggist Dec 31 Ramsden & Co, Hudderfield 
Inoiesy, Evizasern, Hedon, East Riding, York Jan11 Thorney & Son, Hull 
James, Apranam, Langley, Bucks, Licensed Victualler Jan 31 Becher, Bedford row’ 
Jenkins, Davin, Westminster Bridgerd, Draper Jan 11 Buxton & Co, Sackviile st, 
JOLLEyY, Onaniee, Ecclesfield, York, Miner Jan11 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Kitticx, Witt1am, Crayford, Kent Jan1 Parish & Hickson, St Swithin’s lane, EC 
Green, Hien, Ecclesfield, York Jan11 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Macteay, Joun Lavcuian, Southsea Jan10 Bashall, New inn, Strand, W C 
MickLerrgLp, Wiiu1aM Farres, Colchester, Gent Jan3 Wittey & Denton, Colchester” 
Mackness, Manta, Hastings Dec 31 Young & Co, Hastings 
MarsHatt, Ape, Saunton sq, Sth Kensington Jan1 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s ct, Charing” 
Maen F Wipammax, Cromwell sf, Gonth Kensington, Doster Jan 15 Wood-- 


Moons, Titomas Cuantes, Wexham, Bucks, Gent Feb1 Darvill & Last, Windsor 
Ocxteston, Wittiam, Liverpool Dec 20 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 

Owen, Dawizt, Mold, Flint, Tailor Jani Simon, Mold 

Proruerog, Saran, Winterbourne Down, Glos Jan 10 Crook, Bristol 

Purngtt, Epwarp, Tottenham Court rd Jan1 Oscar Walker, Mitre Court, Temple 
Ricuarpsox, Ayn, Bootham, York Jan 18 Bannister Dent, York 
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Ricuarpsox, Cxantotrs, Bootham, York Jan 18 Bannister Dent, York Wansucum, Awniz Exiza, Riversleigh, Kew Dec3i Wadsworth, Piccadilly aa ee ooin = 
Scnorretp, Joux, Hulme, Manchester, Getit Jan 10 Slater & Sons, Manchester Waxxer, Jouy, Chesterfield, Joiner Dec 25 Bunting & Co, Chesterfield wacom 0 
Sowzasy, W114, Mardale, Westmoreland, Gent Jan17 Arnison & Co, Penrith Watxer, Tuomas, Denstone, Stafford, Innkeeper Jani Wise & Co, Ashborne on 


Spray, Aurrep, Newtown House Box, Wilts, Esq Feb 6 





ERILL, T 
Were 2 Ord 







Baker & Co, Weston super 
Wanng, Sosegsey, Vauauan, Hilldrop crecnt, Tufnell Park, Gent Jan 7 Jennings, Ware, WILL 


Surru, Samver, Nottingham Dec 15 Simpson, Nottingham ch, Gray’s inn sq, W C Cycle Mam 


Surrz, Hesax, East Lodge, Park hill, Clapham, SE, Surveyor Jan 15 Tarry & Co, 


Serjeant’s inn, E C 


Vanpersyt, Prerer Geruarp, pao. Surrey, Merchant Dec31 Fladgate & Co, 


s ct, Charing Cross, S 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 16.—Messrs. Barxer & Neate, at the Mart, at 2. 
Freehold Building Site. Morpeth-terrace and Carlisle- 
place, Victoria-street, Westminster. 


Dec. 17.—Messrs. Fortier, Horsey, Sors, & Cassett, at 
the Mart, at 1°. £17,890 Consolidated Stock in the Com- 
mercial Gas Co., London (last dividend 13} per cent.), 
£4,220 of New Stock (last dividend 10} per cent.), and 
£6,808 a per Cent. Debenture Stock. both of the above 
Company. £2,000 10 per cent. Preference Stock of the 
Gas Ticht & Coke Co. (last dividend 12} per cent. 
£800 4 per cent. Debenture Stock of the West Ham Gas 
Co., £680 Consolidated Stock, and £3.120 New Stock of | 

Brentford Gas Co., £1,200 Consolidated Stock of the | 
Croydon Commercial Gas & Coke Co. (last dividends 14 
and 10 per cent. ), 77 ee eee, shares 
of £20 in the Gravesend & Milton Gas Light Co., £410 5 
eo cent. Debenture Stock, and £110 A. Stock of t the 

‘andsworth & Putney Gas Light & Coke Co. The 
whole represents, at Market values, about £100,000. 

a 17.—Messrs. Eczeros, Bazacu, & Gatswortay, at 

the Mart, at 2, Freehold Premises, 31, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields. 

Dec. 17.—Messrs. J. A. Lcuiey & Co., on the premises, at 
12, Lease of 82, West Cromwell-road, held for an unex- 
pared term of about 77 years at £12 per annum. 

Dec. 17.—Mesers. Bzax, Bceyetr, & Expeince, at the 
Mart, a Reversion to £6,000, a contingent reversion to 

Freehold Property, and a life policy for £300. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
ieondon Gasetie.—Furwar, Dec. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Agustzoss, Atrazp Ezxyzst, Ashton juxta Birmingham 
Birmingham Pet Dec 3 Ord Dee3 
Sage oe Being Nottingham Pet Dec2 Ord 


Bazrierr, Writs Janes, Gravesend, Shorthand Writer 
Rochester Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 
Bes, Hazarerre Assa Curvetasp, Welshpool, School- 
mistress Newtown Pet Nov19 Ord Dee 2 
. Luzwritrs Mozcas, Swansea, Secretary Swan- 
a ” Pet Dee? 


Cocas, Eowazn Huszr, Lambeth, Wharf Manager High 

Guus Pet Dee 32 Ori Deca a 
vee, Ezseer Mostaccz, Reading, ‘arpenter Reading 
Pet Nov 3) Ord Nov 2 

Comsoca, Jauzs Wrutax, Wotton under Hage, Glos, 
Fag D Gi Pe Dee 2 Ord 


Caort, Azrecz Eowazp, Scarborough, Coal Merchant 
“ Scarborough Pet Dee 4 Ord Dees 
masons, Georct ‘ BAELES, Grocer Cant 
Pet Dee2 Ord Dee 2 europe sinned 
Daversa, Eoozer. Ebyi, Flintshire, Printer Bangor Pet 
Dec2 Ord Dee? 
Dsarez, Jaurs, Mendicsham, Suffcik, Fowl Dealer Bury 
St Edmonds Pet Dec? Ord De 3 
Drase, Jons Wittiax, Plametead, Clerk High Court Pet 
yg A 
Trazw, Gt ate, Yorks, Farmer Barnsley 
Pet Dee2 Ord Dee 
a ~\ ~) ame Derby, Iumkeeper Derby Pet Dee 3 | 
Pazece, Rowcer, Ulingworth. nr Halifax, Farmer Halifax 








Gasrrrvas, Sauce: Licro, Liangollen. Denbigh, Butcher 
pom. Bs Poin tas ee redegar 
5oT, 227 bw Vale, Mon. Farmer T. P 
Dee? Ord Dee 2 ~ 
Hissess, Joux, and Jauze Txomss Bresz, Plackborn, 
— ute Vleathers Waekbern Pa Dect Ord 
Sscases, Wesian Hawes, Taxlemtown. Glam, W 
3 “ao but ¥~ Dect Ord Dee 2 
errects, Waites Beeecer,Jeamyn at High Court PA 
Ot = ~— ” 
, toms Beeer, Liverpod, HAA Propricts 
Leverpod Pet leet Ori Dees - 
Lescewece, Weerien. Nettaghem, Cnetgomem Agent 
Settaqgaas. 


Vet test Ord Dee 
Lewsaer, kicnsxs. Vouey, Commemall, Marval Pennine | 
on Pet leet Ord beet? 
saw. Kecnsse hoe seven, Nittingiam Nottemghatn | 
Pet ee 2% Onl Det 
Minus Sauen, Bove, Beatiest, Vramber Pratt’ Pet De 
Seen Varn 2%, ent Comat 
P tos ome a, Denttoy, High ve 
cnet, Tansee Jensen, Vreven, Varteer onterinnh | 
yg tg Laney 
AAAs vO, ri hah 
Reng Peles Oh Len 4 











Waite, Sirvesrer Lanerie.p, Cardiff Jan20 Whites & Co, Budge row Dec 2 

Woop, Saran, Bramley, York Jané Snowdon &Co, Leods roe, 
Youne, Gzorcr Rosert, Staines, Painter Feb23 Horne & Engall, Staines vety: = 
iuis, WILL 

Wi Tue Dec 2 
Wusox, CHAR 
' Parkes, Atserr Wiiu1am, Nrth Kilworth, Leicestershire, { SrowetL, Freperick Cuaries, Leicester, Boot Manufy. High —_ 
a of Racehorses Leicester Pet Sept 24 Ord ae Dec 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge g — ; 


Rice. ree Kendal, Westend, Photographer Kendal | Simpson, oy Tooting, Mitcham, Retired Warschoug. 


Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec man Dec 18 at 11.30 24, Railway app, Lond Lon 
Rosrysoy, Georcs, Taton, Beds, Coal Merchant Luton Bridge 
Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec Sourgers, Witi1am Warrers, Shrew: 

Sourners, WILLIAM FT Warsi Nobold, Salop, Builder Builder Dec 16 at 11 Off Rec, 42, St John’s AncHER, JOSE! 
Shrewsbury Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 Shrewsbury Dec 6 
Sprer, Jony, ‘oe Oxfordshire, Grocer Aylesbury | Storr, Joun © Puitutps, York, Baker Dec 17 at 12.30 Of Baremay, FRE 

Pet Dec2 Ord Dec Ree, 28, Stonegate, York Dec6 Or 


Srort, Joun Paiturrs York, Baker York Pet Dec 3 Geor 
Ord Dec 3 ’ | Tan nee Kingston upon Hull, Builder Dec 13a Da Deo 5 


WwW ff Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 
he Builder. eon veut,» 2 0 _ _ | WEATHERILL, Tuouas, Cawood, Yorks, Tailor Dec 16% Barworid 0 ~~ 
W 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, Yor 
Tutty, mulam, Torquay, Butcher Exeter Tee Dec 2 | warsar, Cuanuzs Faapesiox, Gt Yarmouth, Osb Ist busoenand 























Wau, Gronos AubeRt, Laton, Beds, Pork Butcher Woe 5 aig cmb 8, King st, toll wa Bircu, Davip 
Came toe 2.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn ‘st, Bristol Fa Des 
ayes, Tuomas, Cawood, Yorks, Tailor York Pet Wistsauds: Sates ; omepyend Walditch, Dorsetshi Bunker, Jou 
Wissen Pes, Rhyl, Flints, Joiner Banger Pet Builder Dee 13 at 2 Bull Hotel, Bridport op iy 
Dee 4’ Ord Dec tig . . Witurams, Davip Tromas, Liansamlet, Glam, Wheelwright a P 
Witurams, Tuomas, Aberdare Junction, Glam, Coal Dee 18 at 12_ Off Reo, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea Breaks, Wal 
Miner Pontyprid dd Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 ’ Ween, Savane an, Cart Driver Dec 14 at 12 Of aera Mar 
Wius, Witttam, Santen, Plasterer Cheltenham » Townhall Chmbrs, — Browne, Jos! 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dee Kendal | 
ADJUDICATIONS. Coss, — 
ORDER ee a | . 3 
ee Poe AND | arc, J nese, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Dec2 On er ase ro 
Suaxery, ae. Westminster Bridge rd, Mantle Manufac- igh Ons 
Seige Saree Mende Mama | Aare Tew Elon Dasa, Onn Daler Tata Hp, 
Pet Dismssd Dec 2 Basrorp, Henry Tsomas, and Srzrsen Basronp, en ALB 
ones ents, Southampton, Tailors Southampton Pet Nov 20 On DoBson, 
Pet Nov: 
Aaners, Donna Newmillan, Yorks, Miner Dec 13 at 12 | | Beswore 3 F 7 ee Seck Manufacturer Ipswich Evouey, AvF 
6, Bond terrace, ‘Wakefield Pet Dec ¢ 
Briain, Davy Te —— South Creake, Norfolk, Farmer | | Liuzwauirx Monoas, Swansea, Secretary Swat eine. Ty 
14 at 12 f 
Cunppes, duane Wecenan Te Gah Whee, Chin | Bovurox, Jouy Hewny, Rotherham, Stationer Sheffidd ME ge.nty Ge 
House Decorator Decl4at12 Off Rec, 15, King st, | Pet Dec 3 Ord Dee 8 Wandsw 
Gloucester | Cocks, Epwarp eae | — rd, + lamteet, Whart GREENSLADE 
enna ger et Dec3 Ord Dec 3 
ses Ee 13 _ On ane 17 9 -> = Sac l ye Coz, Fey ean Auctioneer Leominster Pet Oc a. 
Dawe /- Hoox, Newton avenue, eer | Conzpe, Bowase eeruseun, Reading, Carpenter Reading on 
No’ 
— = at 3 Of Ree, 9, Temple cumbts, emp | | Convey, James, Shrewsbury, Fish Dealer Shrewsbury ao a 
Dm Sam, Camitie, Jermyn st, St James's, ine | Gon N°F 29, Ord Deo 4 Wotton under Edge, os 
oe 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey | Houre Decorator Gloucester Pet Dee “On im, 3s 
— J iene, | 5 > neal Dee 17 | Crorr, Arrive Eowano, Scarborough, Coal Merchant oo, Se 
F Dlingw: Scarboroug) et Dec4 Or ec 4 Kest: W. 
a rode ee chinbre Hielvos Dec 14 | | Cnogns, Guvate, Gasman, Margate, Grocer Canterbury ol | 
Fox. Jous Wittiam, Norwich, Tailor Dee l4at11 Off MancuanT, 
Ree, King st, Norwich Davies, Rosert, Rhyl, a, Lodging house Keeper i 
PR Fg | - ht Witiiax, ayn Dorset, | i en eee Ausieness Lasatel Mire 
J % , af 
On We, — ag, et na Off Rec, Salisb Pet Oct 98 Ord Dee 4 Or De 
LLIAM, Hull, Dee 13 at Moopy 
190 Om Mec,  Trnity Hipwe lane , Draper | Draven, James, Mendlesham, Suffolk, Fowl Dealer High © 
Gezcony, Gzorcz, Long Ma ” Herts, Carpenter Bury St Edmunds Pet Dec’3_ Ord Deo 3 Muuroro, } 
Dee 14 at 12 Bankru Offic ’Oxfo rd Dixie, Joun Witwram, Bostal Hill, Plumstead, Clerk Cambri 
Getrriras, Jous P ryamog j thw ~ Carmarthen, General High Court Pet Dec? Ord Dec 2 Nasu, Gx 
Ironmonger Dee 17 at 10.80’ Off Ree, 28, Colmore | D#!"P% Marruxw, Barnsley, Farmer Barnsley Pet De Clerk 
Paics, J 
Py = Davip, Carnarvon, Draper Dee 16 at 2.30 Boqueses, ue, Derby, Innkeeper Derby Pet Deed ‘Nov 35 
oC chmbr-s, eater Raw . 
| Jouns, aures Sixox, Ae Ccoees Dec 16 at 3 tls ee jtavty, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pé «ea 
Kisp, wong whey poh 4 : Woodford, Builder Dec 16 | | Goosen, Witiiam Heway, Exeter, Building Contractor me Ord 
at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, wt Exeter Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec 3 Sura, Jor 
Koxeatn, Josern, Westmorland rd. Baker’sManager Dec | | Gav 1 wy el Cardiff, Farmer Tredegar Pet Dec? Pot De 
16 atl bidgs, Carey st Surrn, ‘Tn 
M < Grocer’s Assistant | Hupsos, Witusam Manx, Chatteniom, Hotel Proprietor Chel 
“Off Hee, 22, Park row, Leeds ventetadees Cheltenham Pet Nov 15 Ord Dec 3 . Geereene, 
Mitten, Bassett, High ‘dt, Poplar, Boot Manufacturer | Jackson, Wittiam Henny, Tylorstown, Glam, Weigher at Bostor 
Dee 17 at 1 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st Coll Pontypridd Pot Dec 2 Ord Deo 2 ~ Torrixa, J 
| Moxey, hag Lowestott, Smackowner Dec 14 at 11.20 | Jesxins, Witssam EKowanp, and Tom Jenxins, Caer! liale | 
am Off se, 8, , Norwich nals Moo, Farmers Newport, Mon Pet Nov 12 ( bey 
a8, misam = Tuomas, ingsgate Market, 
Balemnan Deel7 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey wt Kixp, Moarox James, South Yrontens, Builder High Vearry, R 
| Newros, Dosoray Ksizasera, Su . Lodging Court Pet Oct 19 Pet Dec Pet De 
house Kee Dee 14 at 3.40 Off Rec, 2%, John st, | Lanospare, Wistsan, Nottingham, Commission Agent Watuns, 
Nottingham Pet Dec3 Ord Deo 3 3 On 
Miomrisoate, Wisian evans, Swansen, Metal Merchant | Lewause, Bic 2M AMD, Lowey, Cornwall, Naval Pensionet Wrauts, A 
Dee 13 at 4.20 Off Bee, 21, Al rd, 6 Truro Pet Deck Ord Deo? 5 On 
Coons. Anse, Adeen Senior POR Market ~ © atone maceee, — . yw =F Old Basford, Notts bes — 
yee 19 ‘at Dee 4 Ord Deo 4 
Ps rep Cesare, Wexvnax Baxar, Hikey, Forks, Micl grees, Svee, Bradford, Yorks, Plumber Bradford hig 
iner Dec 2%, row, Lads Pe 0; 
Pincuin, Atrnen J anne, ot Wichowt, ome Muses, Witssam Tuowas, Billingagate Market, Fish Wooow ai 
Ag Dee 16 at 11 Caney #1 Salesman High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord Doo 2 pridd 
Bontnwrs, Varn Warrington, Lancs, wee, Cn Nec 14 at | | Owes, dons Witssam, Liantaiz, P G, Anglonoy, Boo es ty 
10) Comart house, Upper Bank tt, Warrington Maker Bangor Pot Dec Urd Deo 3 4 
es hte Bashs, Bost Manufacturer moog, ° amy} ates Ww Wentmrld, Photographer Kendal oun. y 
we. % ov 2. Ord Deo 4 ov 
Bavwens, Locus, es Yorke, oi Joiner §=Dee 14 at Romineos. Gronue faton, Neds, Coal Merchant Luton 
sont, Yo Mees r “us Pot Leo 5 Ord Deo Amended 
wenn. Jona Tuonas, Me aketield, ¥, tere | en, Joun ington Oxtord, Grocer Ayles 
fee ih at 1 OM fans in Wl "Site onder ae Lonoven 
Suernene Jone i piaete nee + Anam Varmer Deo | tony Jown Pansies, ‘York, Baker York Vet Deod Croy 
t 
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son, Grorce, Skellingthorpe, Lincs, Dairyman 
tfeoin Pl Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


Yavenax, Tuomas, Baschurch, Salop, Farmer Shewsbury 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 3 
Wuseeans, Tee” Cawood, Yorks, Tailor York Pet 
2 


Warrz, Wit11am Monk, Lordship lane, East Dulwich 
Cycle Manufacturer High Court Pet Oct 4 Ord 


Dec 2 
AMS, we Davin, aah, Flintshire, Joiner Bangor 
Wort Dec 3 Ord Dec 


Witt1aMs, oe yon Junction, Glam, Coal Miner 
Pontypridd Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Wiis, Lek a Cheltenham, Plasterer Cheltenham 
Pet Dec Dec 2 

Wis0n, Ratestae Queen st, esate, Club Proprietor 
High Court Pet Nov 4 

Wrace, Epwarp, Middlesborough= Grocer Middles- 
borough Pet Novil Ord Nov 30 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AscuEB, < Joszru, New Swindon Swindon Pet Dec6 Ord 
Dec 6 


Bureuay, Freperick, Greetland, nr Halifax Halifax Pet 
Dec6 Ord 


Dec 6 
Baines, Georce James, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


Bavuann, L, Walton nd Thames Kingston, Surrey Pet 
Nov19 Ord 

Baxter and JonNson, St Mildred’s ct, Poultry, Stockbrokers 

h Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 5 

Bic, Davin, Gt Harwood, tenes, Weaver Blackburn 
Pet DecS5 Ord Dec 5 

Biexert, Joun, Thurnham, Lancs, Farmer Preston Pet 
Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

Boye, Joun JAmMEs, inet Commission Agent Ply- 
mouth Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec5 

Breaks, Watter, and Greorce Kitner, Otley, Yorks, 
Stuff Manufacturers Leeds Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 

Browxe, JosepH Rosinson, Hawkshead, Lancs, Innkeeper 
Kendal Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

Coss, RicHagp ——. Lewisham, Actor High Court 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Couz, Auirrep Joux, Wimbledon, pa Agent 

igh Court Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 

Davisox, Joun, Stanley, Durham, Builder Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Dozsson, ALBERT Epwarp, and Samvet Henry Carrick 
Dossow, Ilkeston, Derby, Lace Manufacturers Derby 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 6 

Evotey, ALFRED, Birmingham, Tobacconist Birmingham 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dee 6 

Fisminc, Tuomas Quentin, 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Granam, Georce James, Grove rd, Barnes, Nurseryman 
Wandsworth Pet Nov12 Ord Dec 5 

Gresnstape, Tom, Devonport, Carpenter Plymouth Pet 
Nov 19 Ord Dec5 

Horswett, Grorer, Lowestoft, Butcher Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 5 

Hvurcuins, E, Upper bey ae Builder 
Surrey Pet Oct 29 Ord Di 

Isexsenc, Avo.ru, Bradford, Yorks, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Bradford Pet’ Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Joxzs, Jonny Wiuiam, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Dec 6 
Ord Dec 6 

Kay, Herpert, Colne, Lanes, Outfitter Burnley Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Dec 5 

Kestiz, WILLIAM Hawer, Lanivet, Cornwall, Carpenter 
Truro Pet Dec? Ord Dec7 

Maronayt, Wituram Samus, Liverpool, Soapboiler 
Liverpool Pet Dee 5 Ord Dec 5 

Mircuett, Anruur Wituiam, Derby Derby Pet Dec 4 
Ord Dec 4 

Moopy Broruers, Lea Bridge om, Clapton, Drapers 
High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Dee 7 

Mumurorp, Wituiam, Newmarket, Susfol, Horse Trainer 
Cambridge Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 

Nasa, Grorce Ernest, Redland, Bristol, 
Clerk Bristol Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 

Paice, James, Ilfracombe, Builder | 
Nov25 Ord Dec 5 

Rawiixes, James, Earith, Hunts, 
borough Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec6 

Sxuins, Watrer pe Vers, Plymouth Plymouth Pet Dec 
6 Ord Dec 6 

Sura, Joux, Ringstead, Norfolk, Carrier 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Surrn, Tuomas, Southend on Sea, Commercial Traveller 
Chelmsford Pet Dec 4 Ord Dee 4 

Tuoursox, Geonar, Langriville, Potato Dealer 
Boston Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Torrixg, Josern, Burgh b Bands, Cumbrid, Tailor Car- 
liale + Dec 6 Ord Deo 6 

TRRMALN, ank, Orpington, Kent, Lronmor Croydon 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Deo’ o ‘i ’ 

Vearry, Ropenr Treaty, Leste Commission Agents Leeds 
Pet'Dec 5 Ord Deo 5 

Wepens, Perea, Hotham, Yorks, Joiner Leeds Pet Deo 


Ord Deo 8 
Wnts, ergeew, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet Deo 
Joo b 
meen, Joun Ricuanp, Bradford, Coal Dealer Brad- 
ford Pet Deo 4 Ord Deo 4 
Wiriany, Heannnr, petingtam, Hairdresser Notting- 
ham Pet DeoS Ord Deo 
wrens Ricnanp, Pentre, Glam, Vishmonger Ponty- 
Pet Deo 5’ Ord Deo 6 
Yio) Pau, Carditl, Tailor Cardiff Pet Deo 4 Ond 


Wann, Jancea, Martley, Worgs, Farmer Worcester Pot 
Nov 23 Ord Doo 7 


Slindon, Sussex Brighton 


Kingston, 


Commercial 
Pet Nov 
Bargeman Peter- 
King’s Lynn 


bien 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of the wth April 
Loxouenayn, Wiuuiam Henny, fideup, 


Kent, Gent 
Croydon Pet April 10 Ord April 





Amended action euhetiintel tor tnt qubiiched in Ge Lat 


Deacox, Freperick Georce Moss, Uxbridge, rd, Han- 
well, Builder’s Foreman Brentford Pet Oct 25 Ord 


Oct 25 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Joszru, Cuares, Southsea, Baptist Minister Portsmouth 
Rec Ord Sept 5 Rese Nov 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bamatey, James WILLIAM, Caerleon, Mon, Builder Dec 
Rec, Gloucester 


4 at 12 Off Bank chmbrs, Newport, 

on 

BaRyetTT, Be eg Rosert, Wellesley road, Chiswick 
Dec 17 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


avenue 
Bartiert, Witt1am James, Gravesend, Kent, Shorthand 
Writer Dec 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 149, High st, 


Rochester 
Bevt, Harewetre Anna CLEVELAND, Welshpool, Mont- 
Schoolmistress Dec 18 at 1 Off Ree, 


idloes 

Beyyon, Luzwetuys Morcan, ey Secretary Dec 20 
atlz Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

BripGLanp, Tuomas Dartford, Provision Merchant Dec 
20 at 10.30 Off Ree, 149, High st, Rochester 

Bripemay, Rt, Bickington, Devonshire, Farmer 
Dec 19 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Casse.t, H, Birmingham, Tailor Dec 20 at 12 23, Col- 
more row, Birmingham 

Cuarke, Ricnarp Butuer (sen), Chichester Dec 18 at 3 
Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

Cotyer, Ersest MoxracvE, Tilehurst, Berks, Carpenter 
Dec 18 at 12 Bankruptcy Office, Oxford. 

Crooks, Georce Cuarces, Margate, Grocer Dec 20 at 9 
Otf Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Cree Ricwanp Tuomas, Taffs Weil, iI, Glam Dee 19at3 65, 

~° Merthyr Tydfil 

me... LFRED Wit.iaM, Blackburn, Draper Jan 8 at 
1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 

Deecxer, Frans, Blundell, Lanes, Plumber Dee 18 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Laverpool 

Drxis, Jonny Witttam, Bostal Hill, Plumstead, Clerk Dec 
17 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Dossox, ALBert Eowarp, and Samve, Hewry Cagaick 
Dossoy, Ilkeston, Derby, Lace Manufacturers Dec 18 
at 3.15 Flying Horse Hotel, Ni 

Darirps, Matraew, Gt Houghton, Yorks, Farmer Des 18 
at 10.15 Off Rec, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

Epwakrps, GsorGe Wiranas, Rha Rhayader, Radnor, _ ee 
Dec 17 at1 Off Rec 

ew i Paiwir, Little Chester, —_ Dee 17 

Off Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Der 
Sean Jaspeer James, St George, Glos, Builder Dee 18 at 1 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Fow.er, Evetyx, Campden eh Kensington Dee 17 at 

2.30 Baokruptcy st 


, Carey 

Gorvoy, Sir eames Durr, Bart, os Broad st, Stock- 
broker Dec 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bi 

Harris, Joun Assort, Wrexham, Coal 
12 The Priory, Wrexham 

Hitt, Cuarves, Swansea Dec 18 at 12 Off Reo, 31, Alex- 

andra rd, Swansea 

Houuesworts, James Biacxsugsy, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Commission * Dec 20 at 10.30 Off Rec, Pink ln, 
Newcastle on ‘ 

Howe, Tuomas norm, Budge row Deci7atill Bank- 
ruptcy bl Carey st 

Hunt, Jouy, e, Somerset Dee 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Corn Bristol 

Jenkins, Davip, Ystrad Rhondda, Tailor Dec 19 at 12 65, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

JounstTons, Joan Berry, Liverpool, Hotel Proprietor Dec 
18 at 12 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liv: 

ae Vyvyan Pesroy, Dover, Florist Dee 20 at 9.00 Of 

Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Lase@spaLs, Wituam, Nottingham, Commission Agent 
Dee 17 at 11 Off Keo, St Peter’s Church val Notting- 


Lewaans, Ricnarp, Fowey, Cornwall, Naval } Seine 
Dee 17 at 12.30 Of Rec, Boscawen st, 

Ma rey, Ricuarp ALEXANDER, eg Dee 17 at 12 
Ott Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

McLaixvox, Hven, Bradford, — umber Dee 18 at 11 OF 
Ree, 31, or row, 

Mrrceusis, Axrave WiLuiaM, Derby Dee 17 at 2.30 Of 
Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Monney, "an Handsworth, Builder Dee 18 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, Bi 

Naisn, Gsones Eansst, Redland, Bristol, Commercial 
Clerk Deo 18 at 1.15 Off Reo, Bank chmbdrs, Cora st, 


Nevruimes, James, and Fasian Nevrcuress, Bi Am, 
Wholesale Clothiers Deo 19atll 23, =e. row, 
Nutuant, Wituian, Audenshaw, Lanes, Manager Deo IS 
até en's chmbrs, aie st, Manchester 
Pana, Auraxp, Loughborough ni, Brixton, Machinery 
Dealer Deo ls at li Denkeaptey didys, ‘Carey st 
Parton, Henny, Leeds, Watchmaker Deo 1S atll Of 
Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 
nom Birmingham, Brass Caster Deo 2 at 1 
more row, Birmingham 
oe Builder Deo 19 at 11.90 OF 
unborn 
En, rd Lowen, me Confectioner a Isat 
a” ¢ Of Reo, Bank Newport, 
on 
Tnowraon, Groner, Langriville, Linos, Cottager Deo 19 
at 12.390 Ont Reo, High st, Boston 


ro 


Pace, J J = 





Tov, Joarrna, Malton forks, Ooachbuilder Deo If at 
11.00 Ol Reo, f 4, Newbonowgh at, Soardorough 

Tonny, Wreaaan, Norquay, Mutoher Deo ati OF 
Neo, 14, Bedford oirous, Rxeter 

Wantaca, Wen Fy s oT Shields, Grocer Dee 


@ atid lane, Neweastle on Tyne 


les is “eee Decisat 12 Off Rec, 


Wi i Wi Royton, Lancs, Mill 
ENTW 

_— Dec 18 at 3 Of Ree, Bank chmbrs, Queen 

lane, East Dulwich, 


st, 
Ware, Wiis Mowx, Lordship lane, 
Cycle - pccmmamneel Dec 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Wiuxissox, Liowet, —, Surrey Dee 18 at 230 


Witxissox, Jous Ricuarp, ry Coal Dealer Dee 18 
at 12 Ree, 31, row, Bradford 


Wagsoms, Epsxoxp, Cardiff, Builder Dec 18atll Of 
st, Cardiff 


Rec, 29, Queen 
a Cuanies, Acre, Club Pro- 
Sees cf 
. 
Yeates, Wriitam, Maindee, N. Grocer Dec 18 at 
11 Off Rec, Gloucester Newport, Mon 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arcuer, Joszera, Swindon, Wilts, Fishmonger Swindon 
B ee ae Wathen: Draper Blackburo 
anes, Georce James, 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dee 2 
Bartemas, Freperick, Greetland, nr Halifax Halifax Pet 
Dec6 Ord 


Dee 6 
Baxtsr, Ropert, and Agrsve Maxwett Jouxsox, 8t 
Mildred’s Stockbrokers High Court 


Pet Nov 20 Dee 5 

Bett, Harriette Axxa Cievetasp, Welshpool, Mont- 
= Schoolmi Newtown Pet Dee 2 Ord 

Birkett, Jous, ey nur Lancaster, Farmer Preston 
Pet Dec 5 Oad Dec 

Bircs, + Gt iat Lanes, Weaver Blackburn 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec» 

Brows, ae 4 ee er oe) ee Lanes, Innkeeper 
Kendal Dee 5 


Cassa, SB: rhs anette Deptford, Tar Distiller 
Greenwich Pet Oct 22 Ord Dee 6 
Curate, Joux, H Sussex, Baker Brighton Pet 


Coss, Ricnarp Barser, New Bond st, W, Actor High 


Pet Dec7 Ori Dec7 

Davisos, Joux, Stanley, Durham, Builder Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6é 

Dowyetty, Wituam, Warwick rd, Stratford, Civil Service 
Clerk High Court Pet Oct30 Ord Dee5 

Farrar, Rosset, Dlingworth, nr Halifax, Parmer Halifax 
.Pet Dee 3 Ord Dee 3 

Fear, Jaspen James, St George, Glos, Build Rastal 


FP at, Pave, Fore sty Agent High © Pet Oct 

gRNav, Pact, Fore st, ourt 2 
Ord Dee 7 

Guam) NaTHAST popu, Bom, Dee Piymouth 
Pet Novl4 Ord 

GituincHam, Groner ie Piddletrenthide, Dorset, 
Saddler Dorchester vpotng? Rt 

v 21 “Ded Dee 5 
Beerhouse Keeper Salford Pet 


Neweastle 





Garay, Wituam, Ki 
upon Hull Pet 
Gauirrrras, Jonx, 
ov2z Ord Dec 
Harvey, Roserr, Berwick on Tweed, Saddler 
on Tyne Pet Novi3 Ord Dee7 
Ho.urseworts, Jawes Buacsscax, Newcastle on Tyne, 
py ey Agest Newcastle on Tyne Pat Nor 3 


Horswe.t, Gsoses, Lowestoft, Bateber Gt Yarmoath 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dee 5 

Isgxagee, Apotra, Bradford, Fancy Goods Dealer Brad- 
ford Pet Dees Ord Dee é 

Kastris, Witiax Heyar, fs Cornwall, Carpeater 


Pet DeeT Ord Dee 
Ksreut, Rcsaap, Seliciter Bradford Pet Nor 
5 Ord DeeS 
Lewis, Eowarapv Dutex, Cher ni, aw. 
Solicitor Wandsworth Pet Apmis Ord Dee 2 
Marcuayt, Wituax Samcen, Li 
Ia Pet Ord Dee 5 


Dee 5 
Mavera, by C, Colworth ni, Leytomsteme High 
Court Pet Sept 16 Ord Dee 4 
a. Astavs Wruax, Derby Derby Pet Dee ¢ 


Nora, Writs, King’s Norton, Wores, Grocer Bir 
Pet Oct 2B Ord Deo 
Pauwes, Josera, Pontarabia ri, C Comma, S W, 


Builder | Wandeworth Pet Sept If Ord Des 5 : 
Para, ALrarn, deroagh rd, Bri S W, Dealer in 
Court Pet Qet2i Ord Dee 4 


Rawurves, Jauss, Bam, 
Pet Dee 5 Oni Dee 

Bamrson, F J, n, s Geet Greeewikk 
Pet Oct B Dee? 

Sanvears, ode Mexborough, Yorks Sheffield Pot 
Nor Ord Dee t 

Saroar, ok Srerwex, Parkstoma, Dorset, Architect 
Poole Pet Nor ‘Ord Dee 4 

Sxarve, Waures pe Views, Mymouth Pipmoeth It Nor 
is _ Dee 6 

Surra, Jowx, Norfalk, Oarrer Rieg’s Leva 
Wt Deed Ord Dee & 

Sarva, Peomas, Southend on Sea, Trarwtier 
Chelmafard Pet Deed Ord Dee ¢ 

Sovrarex, Whaaan Wacrens, . Sop Baader 


Tarwnar, Astrea, Ringstoan gpa 
e — Ree Now l Ord Ont Dee > 
ArT, Soke apoa p Sean, Greer Sek 

i Riher tt On be = 


Drones, Grower, ‘Lane, Cotmger Rene 





Wet Dee & ‘NDee 
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Torriva, Josern, wr - by Sands, Cumbrid, Tailor Car- 
lisle Pet Dec6 Ord 6 
Tremaix, Marx, a Kent, Ironmonger Croydon 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
Leeds 
Pet Dec 


Verity, Ropert Twary, Leeds, Commission Agent 
Pet'Dec5 Ord Dec's 

Watevey. an Hotham, Yorks, Joiner Leeds 
3 3 

Weuts, Axprew, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet Dec 
5 Ord Dec 5 

Wirxrssox, Joux Ricnarp, Bradford, Coal Dealer Brad- 
ford Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Wivrretp, Hersert, Nottingham, Hairdresser Notting- 
ham Pet Dece5 Ord Dec 5 

‘Woopwarp, Ricuarp, Pentre, Glam, Fishmonger 
pridd Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


ORDER FOR RE-ADJUDICATION OF BANKRUPTCY 
AND ANNULMENT OF COMPOSITION OR SCHEME 
OF ARRANGEMENT. 

Fansnawe, Hewry Horatio, Greenhill 

we icitor High Court Pet Fe 

& Annulmt of Compsn Nov 22, 1895 


Ponty- 


rk villas, Willes- 
14,1891 Re-adj 





All letters: Sntended her gllliaation tn the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it ts requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxnicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s 6d. 


ORSES INSURED AGAINST DEATH 
from ACCIDENT and DISEASE. Claims paid, 
£100,000. Established 1878 Pros 
plication. IMPERIAL LIVE-STOCK 
ASSOCIATION, LIMITED, Pall 
8. W. Agents wanted. 


[a NATIONAL REVERSIONARY IN- 
VESTMENT CO., LIMITED. Founded 1887. 
REVERSIONARY INTERESTS (Absolute and Contin- 





INSURANCE 
Mall East, London, 





gent), LIFE INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, and 
ANNUITIES Purchased. 
The Company pays all its own Costs of Purchase. 


Apply to Sucrerarr, 63, Old Broad-street, London, E.C. 
HCENTX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 


Srager, and 57, Caanrme-cross, Lospox. 
Established 1782. 

Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 

Assured free of all Liability. 

Biectrie Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpoxaxp, } 
we B. Macposa.p, ) 


Joint 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL rsvrancs company 
tmarmep. FIRE. 
Established 1903. 

1, O84 Broad-ctrect, EB.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Gubseribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-ap, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Esrazitszzp 1823), 


Roventeeary Intemnte i 
wpon these Securities “if, King’s Armee 








Purthase 
Property, 


> a Securities.—17, King’s Arms- | 


yard, Coleman-atrest. E 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
Por ¥: Tt and 
pam Soe own Country. ee 
3. BARCOURT suitTau, 
fartuersiig Aget and Low Costs Draftsman. 
63, Chancery-lane. 


B2—MOCIGASE SECURITIES WAYTED. 








ctus post-free on ap- | 


| Higher Middle Classes suffering from the above. 





im Beal and Personal | 


i 


| FOUR. THE LIBERATOR FAILURE. St a ra 
and yy from all 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK 


Duildi y-lane, London. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF pe per pn INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 


TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum re balances, when not drawn below £100. 


STOCKS and SHARES purchased and sold. 








SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
sums on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1. 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 


Ly BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, , Manager. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 





For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 





TREATMENT OF I[NEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 


For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Highly 
successful results. Consulting Physician : Sir BENS ‘AMIN 
——- RICHARDSON, M.D.,F.R.C.P. Medical Attend- 
s Be. d. Oe. &. CLARKE, "Leicester.—For terms, &c., 
mae Hy Mrs. Tuz0sa.p, Principal, Tower House, Leicester. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


. SBE. cee 


Every uisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
” shortest notice. vols 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use. 

nae om ney nd ir ASSOCIATION 
speedily printed in the orm for 
dustribution. SHARE cER 
CHEQ 


, &., 


Solicitors’ ‘“Acoount Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


| 49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 


of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and ad other Returns er Returns Stamped | and Filed. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION. —_ 


at 9 am. during the Summer 
tions. Book direct 


M438 


Special ref t 
and 


Every convenience 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station. —JABEZ SPENCER BAL- 


Trains parts. Admission, 
| children under Extra rooms 64. MADAME 
, TUSSAUDS in. 





NOW READY. 
Half bound in Roan Leather, Cloth Sides, 10/6, 
Whole bound French Morocco, 15/ 


COUNTY GOURT DIARY 


1896. 
CONTAINING 
An Abstract of all the Acts of Parlia. 
ment authorizing proceedings in 
County Courts. 


THE TABLES OF FEES TO BE TAKE 
IN COUNTY COURTS. 
THE REMUNERATION OF OFFICERS. 
LIST OF COUNTY COURT JUDGES, THEIR 
CIRCUITS, REGISTRARS, HIGH BAILIrFS, Ere, 
Diary of Two Days to the page, with Cash Colum, 
SPECIALLY ADAPTED FOR THE USE 
OF PRACTITIONERS OF OF THE COUNTY COURTS, 


FORTY*“NINTH “YEAR 2 OF PUBLI= ATION, 


London—Published by by JOHN SMITH & Co. 52. Long 
Acre, W.C., Printers to the County Courts. 





E1euta Epirion. Revised and Corrected. 
8vo. Price 13s. 


THE INSTITUTES OF JOSTINIAN, 
Latin Text, chiefly that of Huschke. 
With English Introduction, Translation, and Notes. 


By THOMAS COLLETT SANDARS, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, late Fellow of {Oriel Co lege, Oxford, 





London: Loyemans, Greey, & Co. 


NOW READY. 
HE LAW of RATING. 2nd Edition 
20s. 1,100 pages. By EDWARD BOYLE, Barrister 
at-Law, and G. HUMPHREYS DAVIES, FS... “A 
complete guide to lawyers.’ *—Law Journal. ‘* Aa obvious 
mastery of this difficult subject.””.—Law Times. ‘ A mine 
of information.—Architect. Ww. Crowes & Soys, la 
Publishers, 27, Fleet-street, E.C. 








Third Edition, price 18s. ; cash, 14s. 6d.; post-free, 15s. 
NDERMAUR’S MANUAL OF EQUITY 
A Treatise on Equity, specially written for Students 
and intended in particular as a Complete Text-Book for 
Candidates for the Solicitors’ Final Examination. This 
New Edition will be found thoroughly Revised and very 
considerably Enlarged. 
Geo. Barber, 16, Cursitor-street, Chancery-lane. 


AW.—Wanted, by Advertiser (age 34), 
General Clerkship; eighteen years’ experience (in 
present situation) in all branches of a London Solicitor’s 
practice ; exceptional reference; Sea-side Town and So 
Coast preferr ; salary, £3 per week.—F. H. Koperrs, 14, 
Pepys-road South, New Cross, 8. E. 





way TED, in a first-class Solicitor's Offic 
in a Country Town a Managing Clerk (admitted) 
competent to undertake Common Law Work and Advocacy 
in County Court and before Magistrates; some knowledge 
of Shipping Law desirable.--Apply. by letter only, to A. B., 
care of Messrs. Torr & Co., 38, Kedford-row. 
.| WANTED by a SOLICITOR, a B.A, 
recently admitted, a Clerkship in a Conveyancing 
Office, with a view to Partnership or not.—Address V, 
at Solicitors’ Journal’? Office, » 27, Chancery-lane, Lundon. 
bp SERVICE COMMISSION.—Forth- 
coming Examination.—Clerks of the First Division 
in the Legacy Duty Office (21-27), 28th December; legal 
training and qualifications necessary. The date specified is 
the latest at which applications can be received. They 
must be made on forms, to be obtained, with particular, 
from the Secretary, Civil Service Commission, London, 


8.W. a Se PNG! 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ahm MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
esty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
udicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e, 











To ton ite 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Tows 
Clerks, and Clerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1639. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 






















Dec. 21, 
ROYAL 
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